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The State of California faces substantial enrollment
growth, potentially requiring the addition of sever-
al new higher education campuses The existing
space and utilization standards used for facilities
plannming were established in the late 1940s and
mid-1950s8 and have not undergone a major review
since 1966. Since then, only two formal changes
have been adopted by the Legislature, one 1n 1970
and another 1n 1973, increasing the required hours
of use per week for classrooms and teaching labs

Anticipated enrollment growth, combined with
limited financial resources available for new con-
struction, has resulted in significant legslative in-
terest 1n assuring that California’s planning stan-
dards accurately reflect space needs In 1985, the
California Legislature directed the California Post-
secondary Education Commuission (CPEC) to review
and evaluate the standards and recommend appro-
priate changes After a prehiminary study of science
and engineering disciplines, CPEC determined that
the subject’s scope and complexity warranted a com-
prehensive review with assistance from an outside
contractor MGT was selected to work with CPEC and
an advisory committee representing the three seg-
ments of public higher education and the executive
and legislative branches The study was conducted
in three phases

e Phase I - A nationel survey to compare Califor-
nia’s space and utilization standards to other
states,

o Phase II - A comparison of space inventory sys-
tems and room utilization study methoda used by
California’s three segments of higher education,
and

¢ Phase III - A review of changes, impacting space
needs, which have occurred in specific disciplines
since space standards were established

This report presenta findings from the national sur-
vey of space and utilization standards/guidelines

Executive Summary

Scope, Purpose and Definitions

Phase I of the study included a comprehensive re-
view of the facilities budgeting practices of all 50
states Four types/categories of space were included
in the study

s classrooms,

s teaching laboratories,

e research laboratories, and
¢ academuc offices,

Planning standards for the health sciences, except
in community colleges, were excluded from the
study

The purpose of Phase [ was to compare California
space and utilization standards to the stan-
dards/guidelines used in other states Space stan-
dards/guidelines represent square footage allow-
ances to estimate the need for broad categories of
space rather than design guidelines which are ap-
plied to specific construction projects A space stan-
dard/guideline refers to the number of assignable
square feet (ASF) allowed per demand unit for a
category of space, such as square feet per student for
a classroom or teaching lab, square feet per gradu-
ate student for research actavities, or square feet per
faculty member for office space A space standard/
guideline normally includes space for storage and
other support space Utilization standards/guide-
lines refer to the expected number of hours avail-
able classrooms and teaching laboratories wall be
used each week and the proportion of student sta-
tions (the seats in the room) which are expected to
be filled

For classrooms and teaching laboratories, space
planning factors are derived using both space and
utilization standards/guidelines A combination of
assumptions as to the number of hours per week
that rooms will be used and percent of student
stations which will be occupied (the utilization
components) and the size of the station (the space
component), yields a space planning factor per
demand unit, weekly student contact hour (WSCH),
or student FTE



No utilization assumptions (standards/guidelines)
are applied in planning space for research laborato-
ries or academic offices Therefore, space planning
factors for these categories of space are expressed
normally in terms of space per demand unit, e.g , re-
search assistant, FTIE faculty, ete

Methodology

The study included a structured telephone survey of
all 50 states, the Province of Ontario and several in-
dependent colleges and universities The purpose of
the survey was to 1dentufy facilities budgeting proc-
esses and determine whether standards/guidelines
for the four space categories were used The tele-
phone survey was followed by site visits to 18 states,
four private universities and the Province of Ontar-
10 to learn the details of the capital budget processes
in higher education systems where space stan-
dards/guidelines are widely accepted and used

To provide meamngful comparisons, information
obtained from the survey states was adjusted to nor-
malize the data to California definitions and char-
acteristics Normalization was achieved by estab-
lishing three prototype state higher education sys-
tems similar, but not wdentical to, California’s three
higher education segments The standards/guide-
lines from each state were then applied to the proto-
type systema to eliminate differences not attribut-
able to the standards/guidelines, themselves

The use of the three prototypes allowed calculations
of classroom and teaching lab space factors, ad-
Justed to

o reflect discipline and student distributions of en-
rollment similar to that currently being exper-
lenced by the three higher education segments 1n
California,

s reflect the academic year average enrollments
used by Califormia (versus the fall term, 12
month average and other enrollment counting
periods used by other states), and

s include evening enrollments (versus the exclu-
gion of evening enrollments by some other
states)

For research laboratories and office space, where
states’ standards and formulas varied widely, the
chosen unit of comparison was total ASF generated

by the application of each state’s standards/guide
lines to the prototype systems This simulation ap-
proach allowed comparisons of the total space gen
erated by applying each state’s formula to the same
prototype systems

The results of Phase [, presented in this report, rep

resent the most comprehensive comparison of high

er education space planning factors to be made since
standards began being used

Findings
From the national survey it was learned that

¢ Twenty-five states use formal space standards/
guidelines in their budgeting process, of which
five states make only limited use of stan-
dards/guidelines

¢ Only five state legislatures actively use stan-
dards/guidelines in making appropriation deci-
gions

e Most states pattern their space formula and stan-
dards after original work done 1n Californza in
the 1950s and 1960s

s Eleven states have updated their standards/
guidelines in the last five years

The review of standards/guidelines for classroom
space 1ndicates that

s The formulas used by all states are similar, in-
volving assumptions of the number of hours of
room and station use per week and square foot-
age allowances per station

¢ The standards/guidelines used by seven states
dufferentiate 1n their utilization or station size
assumptions by either type or size of institution,
California does not

o Califorma’s space standards produce significant-
ly less square footage per FTE student or weekly
student contact hour than any of the survey
states Thus 1s the case for the community college
system, state university system and research
university system

e The smaller square footage allowance per stu-
dent or contact hour resulting from the applica-
tion of California guidelines 18 due to the fact
that California requires that classrooms be used



more hours per week than any other states The
Califorma guidelines also allow somewhat less
gpace per student station

In the teaching laboratory category, the study
found

¢ All states estimate the need for teaching labora-
tories using a formula similar to that used for
classrooms, except that the required number of
hours of room use per week 1s lower than that in
classroom formulas and expectations for station
occupancy are higher

s Most states apply space allowances per station
for instructional laboratories that vary by disci-
pline (e g, biclogrcal sciences, engineering, ete )
and several states, including Califorma, have
space allowances that vary by type of institution
and/or level of ingtruction

¢ In the state university and research umversity
comparisons, California space standards pener-
ate significantly fewer square feet per student (or
contect hour) than most states due largely to
more stringent utilization expectations

e Although Califorma utilization requirements for
commumty colleges are higher than utilization
guidelines in other states, the California space
standards produce a somewhat larger amount of
square feet per contact hour than most other
states This appears to be due to greater empha-
s18 on occupational programs in California com-
munity colleges which is reflected in standards
that provide the larger amount of space needed to
carry out these programs

¢ The standards/guidelines used by other states
contain a specific allowance for graduate level
teaching laboratory space in their research unm-
vergities Staie standards for the University of
Califormia do not provide a separate allowance
for graduate level teaching labs It 15 assumed
that these space needs will be met by the allow-
ances for research laboratories

[n the case of research laboratories

¢ Only 13 of the 19 survey states have standards/

guidelines for research lab space and the formu-
las used 1n those states vary substantially in
terms of both demand factors and the diseipline
categories used

¢ California’s standards generate somewhat less
research lab space than the majority of states and
less than the average of the survey states

¢ California standards do not specifically recognize
grant and contract research personnel, such as
post-doctoral fellows, as space demand factors

The survey findings for academie office space indi-
cate

¢ A variety of demand factors are used by the
states surveyed to generate allowances for aca-
demic offices and administrative support space
for academc programs These range from an al-
lowance for office space applied to student enroll-
ment to allowances per FTE faculty to allowances
for each category of staff requuring space

¢ In the case of the commumnity college syatem and
the state university system, the California stan-
dards generate a smaller amount of square feet
than any of the survey states

e For the research university system, the ASF pro-
duced by California standards are below the
average of the survey states California ranks
thirteenth of seventeen in this category

Original work by the states to develop methodolo-
gles, formulas and standards/guidelines fer use 1n
capital budgeting were based on the predominant
characteristics of higher education in the 1950s

Since then, the majority of states have updated
their standards/guidelines and, 1n some cases, have
made major revisions to reflect changing education-
al program needs Based on findings from this na-
tional survey, an 1mportant 1ssue facing Califorma
and many other states 18 the need to ensure that the
impact of changes in mission, technology, program
needs and external health and safety requirements
are taken into account 1n the standards/guidelines
used for capital budgeting



1

The State of California has heen one of the leaders
in developing an organized approach Lo facilities
planning and capital budgeting In 1947, the Cali-
fornia Legislature, anticipating the post World War
II enrollment boom, authorized a comprehensive
study of higher education facility needs This study
led to the “Strayer Report,” which outlined objective
space and room utilization standards for capital de-
velopment Subsequent efforts, including the 1955
restudy by McConnell, et al and the standards de-
veloped by the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education (CCHE) in the mid-1960s, produced "state
of the art” criteria and guidelines Although com-
plete agreement was not achieved among all par-
ties, the standards provided an objective base for
capital planning and budgeting 1n a period of rapid
growth

During the period of the 1960s and early 1970s
similar efforts were made by other states and by the
National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS) Unfortunately, however, only
limited standardization was achieved, and NCHEMS'
attempt to develop a definitive system fell short of
its goal As a result, states have developed their
own systems, with differing bases and definitions,
to meet their unique needs and work within their
own political environment

During the late 1970s and early 1980s there have
been only a few efforts to build on earlier work
Slower enrollment growth and funding restrictions
reduced the emphasis on studies in this area The
decision of the National Center for Education Sta-
tistics to discontinue the collection of facilities in-
formation resulted in less available data on which
to base changes

California higher education is now facing a new set
of challenges 1n planning for the future Demogra-
phic changes indicate a pattern of substantial en-
rollment growth Concern for the educational needs
of “place bound” adults has increased pressure for
extended services Changes in technology and the
approach to teaching and research has also pro-
duced continued pressure for facilities modifica-
tions In addition, a need to renovate or replace
many facilities built in the 19505 and 1960s 1s now

Introduction

emerging Finally, the financial restrictions of re-
cent years have resulted tn increased pressure by
state policy makers to re-examine existing space
standards to determine their appropriateness.

1.1 Study Objective

In response to the above issues and concerns, the
California Legislature directed, through Supple-
mental Language added to the 1985-86 Budget Act,
that the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (CPEC) conduct a two-part study of space
and utihization standards The first part of the
study was limited to the disciplines of engineering,
biological sciences, and physical sciences and re-
sulted in the report Time and Territory, published
by CPEC 1n 1986

The following report 1s the result of the second part
of the study and concentrates on presenting a com-
prehensive survey of the facilities planning prac-
tices in other states The objective of this study is to
provide a methodology and a data base to compare
existang California space and room utilization stan-
dards to those used in other states

1.2 Scope of Study

The scope of this study was limited to a review of
the space and ut:lization standards or guidelines for
the following categories of space

e Classrooms

¢ Teaching Laboratories
e Research Laboratories
s Academic Offices

The study excluded consideration of space stan-
dards for the health sciences, except at the commu-
mty college level Data on faecilities planning/bud-
geting processes and use of spacefutilization stan-
dards or guidelines were obtained from ail 50 states,
selected private institutions and the University of
Toronto in Ontario This study compares formulas
used by different states to estimate space needs for



higher education It is important to note, however,
that the study was not designed to determine the
adequacy or total amount of space actually avail-
able in California or the other states The material
presented in this report is based on information ob-
tained from representatives of state higher educa-
tion system offices, colleges/umversities, and legis-
lative/executive branches of government

1.3 Overview of Methodology

The following general methodology was followed
conducting the study

1 Telephone survey, using a prepared question-
naire, was conducted for all states and selected
public and private universities to determine
whether, and the extent to which, facilities stan-
dards and gwdelines for the four subject space
categories were used

2 Based upon an evaluation of the telephone sur-
vey results, the 18 states, one Canadian prov-
ince, and four private universities were chosen
for on-site visits

States

California New Hampshire Tennessee
Colorado  New Jersey Texas
Florida New York Utah
Kensas Oregon Virgima
Maryland Oklahoma Washington
Nebraska Ohio Wisconsin

Province

Ontario

Prwate Uniwversities in Other States

Harvard Yale
MIT Brigham Young

3 Two types of questionnaires were developed for
use in the on-site surveys

(1) A detailed data collection survey instrument
designed to gather all of the information nec-
essary to compare each state’s standards to
those of other states

(2) An opinion survey nstrument designed to
determine the level of uge and confidence 1n

4

the standards and guidelines by the various
decision making groups in each state (e E,
institutions, stete system offices, Governor's
offices, and legislative houses)

The survey instruments were pilot tested in
California, Floride, Washington, and Oregon
Appropriate changes were made to ensure the
collection of accurate information

The following surveys were conducted with re-

presentative individuals in the 18 states and On-

tario

e Data Collection Survey Conduected with the
officer responsible for overseeing the higher
education facilities budgeting system

* Opinon Surveys
priate)
State System Office
Governor’s Office

House

Conducted with (as appro-

Senate

One of each type of public higher
education institution in the state

Four large private universities were visited in
the field survey process. Brigham Young, Har-
vard, MIT and Yale Although all but Harvard
used guidelines 1n the facilities planning proc-
ess, they were related to the unique environ-
ment of the institution and were not analogous
to those used at the state or provincial level
Therefore these institutions have not been 1n-
cluded 1n the comparative analyses in this re-
port

A normalization methodology was developed to
achieve comparability among the states and
province for the four categories of space The
methodology consisted of

¢ The establishment of three prototype state
higher education systems to establish a com-
mon base for comparing each state’s stan-
dards/guidelines The three prototype sys-
tems are

{1) Community College System
(2) State University System



(3) Research University System

e The application of each state’s facilities stan-
dards/guidelines to applicable prototype sys-
tems

& The identification and measurement of addi-
tional adjustments necessary to achieve com-
parahbility

¢ The combination of all adjustments to derive
a single set of comparable, normalized factors
among the states

1.4 Summary Description of Report

This report provides a description of the findings
and conclusions of both the state telephone and on-
site surveys We have attempted to provide enough
information and data either in the body of the re-
portor the appendices for an interested reader to

replicate our analyses to verify the findings or to de-
velop alternative methodologies

The report presenta both “raw” and normalized
comparisons of the standards/guidelines used 1n the
selected states Raw data comparisons are referred
to in exhibits as “Unadjusted ” The presentation of
hoth types of comparisons are intended to aid the
reader's understanding and appreciation of the dif-
ferent budgeting standards and processes utilized
by the states

The entire report consists of

(1) Comparison of the Higher Education Facility
Standards/Guidelines Among the States (Vol-
ume I}, including Appendix A Adjustments
for Differences in Enrollment Counting Per1-
ods, and

(2} Calculation of Base Factors for Comparisen In-
stitutions and Study Survey Instruments (Vol-
ume II, bound separately)



Overview of Use of Space Standards
and Guidelines in Other States

To 1dentafy those states with facilities budgeting
methodologies that were potentially broad and
detailed enough to contribute to this study, we
conducted a telephone survey of all 50 states In
conducting the survey, we

* uged a prepared instrument designed to wdentify
1n each state

- whether standards existed for each of the
four subject classes of space. and

- whether the standards were actually being
utilized in the budgeting process

A copy of the survey instrument is included in a
separate volume (Volume II)

¢ used a set of prescreening questions to ensure
that our telephone interview was with a profes-
sional who was actually involved in the higher
education facilities budgeting process 1n each
state I[n most states, our interview was with the
individual 1n the state higher education sys-
tem/coordinating office responsible for facilities
budgeting

Prior to publishing the final report we also sent a
working draft copy to each state representative for
review and comment Changes suggested by the re-
viewers have been 1ncorporated in the report

2.1 Overview of State/Province
Facilities Budgeting Processes

The following sections provide a brief overview of
the facilities budgeting process, with primary em-
phasis on whether space standards/guidelines are
used, 1n each of the 50 states

Note The terms space standards and gurdelines are used inter-
changeably to describe the planning factors used 1n budgeting
for capital facihitiea

The reader will note in the following paragraphs
that, as with all ongoing decision-making processes,
the facilities budgeting processes 1n several of the
states are currently being altered Where such
changes are in process or are being contemplated we
have attempted to note the direction of the change
{e g, updating of standards/guidelines, establish-
ment of a new budgeting system that utilizes stan-
dards/guidelines, movement away from use of stan-
dards/guidelines, ete )

Algbama

There are no standards or guidelines in use in Ala-
bama For budgeting purposes, utilization rates are
compared to national and Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board (SREB) averages Institutions prepare
capital budget requests and submt them to the Ala-
bama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE)
ACHE reviews and ranks the budget requests in pri-
ority order, based on utilization rates Institutions
are authorized to issue bonds Debt service is pro-
vided through dedicated utility taxes and tuition
and fee revenues

Alaska

The University of Alaska uses space standards-
/gwdelines in campus planning and capital bud-
geting The standards apply to both the two- and
four-year campuses of the University System and
are accepted by the institutions and by the Gover-
nor's budget office

The standards/guidelines are relatively new and en-
compass all the types of space under study Class-
room, teaching lab, and research lab standards vary
by discipline while the two former categories vary
by day and evening enrollments Room size/type is
taken into account in classroom standards The
standards assume different space availability fac-
tors for campuses with high eveming enrollments
The University maintains a central data base of in-
ventory and utilization data.
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Alaska’s capital program uses state general rev

enues, and appropriations to the system are in spe-
cific amounts for specific projects The budget, proc-
ess 18 straightforward and 1nvolves the preparation
of a consolidated request by the Regents, review by
the Governor's budget office, and final action by the
Legislature

Arizona

Neither the Board of Regents nor the Communty
College Board use space standards/guidelines 1n
capital budgeting The Regents are just beginning
to require the wnstitutions to use some form of stan-
dards Inventory and utilization records are kept by
the umiversities

There are four approaches to capital funding for
higher education 1n Arizona (1) Community Col-
leges receive formula amounts per Full-Time-
Equivalent (FTE) student, (2) Universities share 1n
a §14 million per year renovation and renewal pro-
gram gppropriated from general funds to the Re-
gents which requires a 1/3 match from local funds
and 1s based on a replacement cost formula, (3) ma-
Jor projects may be requested through the Regents
which are funded from bonds backed by tuition and
fees and 1indirect cost recoveries, and through lease-
purchase arrangements, and (4) from university op-
erating appropriations if the project 15 under $1 mul-
lion Community Colleges may also apply for direct
project funding under a law passed two years ago
However, no funds have been appropriated under
this option.

Arkansas

Arkansas does not have space standards or formula-
1c guidelines Funds are granted to, institutions for
specific projects in specific dollar amounts Each in-
stitution generates a capital outlay budget request
The Department of Higher Education reviews re-
quests and sets priorities for expenditure The re-
quests go through the Governor's budget request to
the Legislature

Funding 1s provided primarily through state gener-
al revenue and dedicated tax funds Institutions
can issue general obligation bonds for Education
and General (E&G) facilities and revenue bonds for
auxiliary facilities

12

Colorado

The State of Colorado makes extensive use of stan-
dards/guidelines 1n 1ts capital budget process The
standards are most clearly evident in the prepara-
tion of the campus space master plan and the facili-
ties program plan The standards apply to both two-
and four-year institutions and are utilized by the
Colorado Commuission for Higher Education (CCHE)
n 1ts review of capital plans

The facilities standards were developed by the insti-
tutions with the aid of a consultant more than 20
years agoe They were updated as recently as 1982
and another review 1s scheduled soon They are ac-
cepted by all parties in the capital budget process

Classroom standards vary by room type while
teaching lab allowances are sensifive to sub-disci-
pline distinctions, thereby often reflecting course
level differences The institutional plans 1dentify
research positions, which are translated into re-
source space needs by discipline Office space crite-
ria vary by position level

The central policy and coordinating agency (CCHE)
plays a major role 1n the capital budget process with
each institution and board required to develop an
academic master plan and a facilities master plan
A facilities program plan 15 submutted to the CCHE
which reviews for need and consistency with plans
and assigns a priority to each project The Commus-
sion then adopts a consolidated request and a roll-
ing five-year plan Requests go directly to the Gov-
ernor, the Office of State Planning and Budget, and
the Legislature The Joint Legislative Commattee
on Capital Development prioritizes all state build-
ing needs

After appropriations are made, the Commission
plays a major role 1n the release of funds Appropri-
ations, primarily funded from lottery receipts, are
made directly to institutions

Connecticut

All Connecticut public colleges and universities use
the same space standards for planning, building,
project design, budget development, and project
funding Standards are used by the institutions,
system office, and executive budget office They are
generally accepted by those who use them Howev-
er, standards were developed by the Department of



Public Works and are essentially modifications of
generel construction guidelines using the Western
Interstate Commission on Higher Education (WICHE)
factors and apply only to classrooms and office and
most support apace.

Individual institutions submit capital budget re-
quests to their respective central offices, which i1n
turn, review and prioritize the requests and then
submit a system-wide request to the Department of
Higher Education The Department reviews the
umt requests and makes a recommendation Lo the
Connecticut Board of Governors for Higher Educa-
tion The Board, in turn, approves a consolidated
public higher education capital budget request
which is then submutted to the Office of Policy and
Management and to the Governor Ultimately, the
Connecticut General Assembly approves a bond bill
which supports some of the individual projects and
dollar amounts requested by the institutions

Bond funds are either general oblhigation or self-
liquidating, the latter being repaid through dedi-
cated fees

Delaware

Delaware does not utilize space standards or guide-
lines in planning and budgeting for higher educa-
tion facilities Each institution deals directly with
the Delaware Legislature to secure funds for capital
outlay projects

Florida

Both the Florida Community College System and
the State University System of Florida use facility
standards/guidelines in the budgeting process The
primary use of standards/guidelines 1s for the prep-
aration of education system budget requests They
are also used 1n campus planning and management
and all phases of the budget process The existing
space standards are generally accepted by all par-
ticipants 1in the higher education facilities budget-
ing process including the Governor's budgeting of-
fice and the appropriations commuittees 1n both leg-
1slative houses

Space standerds exist for classrooms, teaching laba
and research labs (except for Commumty Colleges
which do not have a research mission), and offices.
Standards vary by discipline or program specialty
for teaching labs and classrooms Discipline, the

number of FTE research faculty, and graduate FTE
affect the research lab standards Office space stan-
dards are based on totel FTE positions that require
office space

Primary funding for capital outlay 1s through
bonds Dedicated utility tax receipts are used to
make the bond payments The funding process 1it-
self 13 two-pronged based on the type of revenue
Capital improvement money 1s generally used for
student-related projects in the university system It
1s generated on a student credit hour basis Aca-
demic building requests are reviewed and priori-
tized by the two system offices prior to inclusion 1in a
combined Department of Education capital outlay
budget

Georgua

Georgia does not utilize space standards or guide-
lines Funding requests on a project-by-project ba-
sis are submutted by each campus The Board of Re-
gents prioritizes the system-wide list and submats 1t
to the Governor and Legislature New construction
funds are appropriated 1n specific amounts for spe-
cific projects General obligation bonds are the ma-
jor source of funding State general revenue is used
for debt service

Hawan

Space standards have been used for more than 10
years in Hawan They are used primanily for cam-
pus facilities planning and management The stan-
dards are used as guidelines only and are based on
NCHEM factors The need for space is perceived as
critical, though enrollment 1s not expected to 1n-
crease 1n the next five years While space standards.
are generally accepted 1n institutions of higher
learning and state governing bodies, their use 1s not
mandatory

Bonds and state general revenue funds are the nor-
mal sources for facilities which appear as specific
projects in budget line items

Idaho

Idaho does not utilize space standards or guidelines
Specific project requests appear as budget line 1tems
after approval 1s given by the State Board of Educa-
tion, the State Division of Public Works (Depart-
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ment of Administration), and the Permanent Build-
ing Fund Advisory Council.

Normal fund sources are the state’s general revenue
and dedicated tax funds (Permanent Building Fund
$10/head, $500,000 of sales tax, and a percentage of
beer and cigarette taxes)

Hlinows

The Board of Higher Education indicated there are
no statutory or regulatory guidelines which set or
establish space requirements for determining elig-
bility of capital projects Guidelines may be used by
the various governing boards but they do not play a
role in state level review Inventory and utilization
data are maintained and use studies are conducted

The requests of the governing boards are submutted
to the Board of Higher Education which reviews the
requests and submits 1ts recommendations to the
Governor The requests are then reviewed by the
Bureau of the Budget and the Capital Development
Board The Governor's budget 1s submutted to the
Legislature. Appropriations are made to the Capi-
tal Development Board 1n twe forms a lump sum
"Build Tllino1s” amount for repair and renovation,
and specific amounts for specific major capital proj-
ects Funding 1s from a combination of bonds and
some general revenue funds Bonds are amortized
from state general revenues and, in the case of
Build Illinois Bonds, from dedicated tax revenues
Commumty Colleges are required to provide 25 per-
cent of funding from local sources which could 1n-
clude local tax revenues

Indiana

Indiana does not have state-wide standards-
/gwdelines The Indiana budget process involves
three phases (1) requests for planning funds from a
$2 million revolving fund, (2) requests for funding
of schematics, and (3) final construction funding
The Higher Education Commuission 1s 1involved in
all three phases Appropriations are made directly
to institutions with tuition-backed revenue bonds
used for major projects and state general revenue
appropriations (on a formula basis) for general re-
pairs and rehabilitation The Legislature makes
specific "twtion replacement” appropriations from
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general revenues to offset the tuition used to pay
the bonds

Towa

The Iowa Board of Regents does not use space stan-
dards or guidelines in the capital budgeting process
Each year, the institutions prepare requests for spe-
cific projects which are reviewed by the Regents
staff The Regents adopt both a capital construction
request and a ten-year plan each vear The review
process 1s essentially one of negotiation with the in-
stitution 1n a rather short (two month) review time
frame

lowa has an active capital program and relies al-
most entirely on bonding Bonds are backed by tu-
1t1on revenue which 13 replaced by a specific appro-
priation for "Twition Replacement” While this 1s
not a legal commitment, the Legislature has never
failed to make the necessary appropriation

Kansas

The University of Kansas system uses space stan-
dards for higher education facilities 1n their budget-
ing process The standards are used by all of thase
involved 1n the budget development and review
Standards are used for planning, building design,
budget development, executive and legislative re-
view, and funds allecation The standards were de-
veloped by a joint effort and are accepted by all who
use them Standards were developed in 1972 and
have been updated and simplified Standards exist
for classrooms, teaching/research labs and office
space Standards applied for research labs are
broad guidelines due to the wide variety of needs,
e g , agriculture/greenhouses

Since 1948, $1 mullion of the state property tax has
been dedicated annually to the Educational Build-
ing Fund (EBF) Institutions submit requests to the
Board of Regents which develops budget requests to
submit to the Governor Due to Kansas form of
government, the Legislature usually adopts the
Governor's recommendation The tax monies go to
the Board of Regents but are appropriated by the
Legslature through the budget process Construe-
tion is funded through state general revenue and
the EBF. Revenue bonds are used for self-supporting
facilities



Kentucky

Kentucky does not use standards/guidelines in their
capital budgeting process Projects which cost more
than $200,000 are reviewed by the Council of High-
er Education (CHE) The CHE staff, with the assis-
tance of an independent architect, reviews the fund-
ing requests from the institutions and prepares a
priority list by category (e g, safety, improvements,
project investments, etc) The priority list is then
reviewed by CHE and submitted to the Gover-
nor/Legislature

Appropriated funds are previded i1n specific
amounts for specific projects to individual institu-
tions Normally, funding for higher education fa-
cilities 18 provaded from revenue bonds and state
general revenue Bonds provide the major source
Debt service is paid from general revenue funds

Louiswana

Louisiana does not use standards/guidelines in the
capital budgeting process Each institution pre-
pares justafication for budget requests on a project
basis, the requests are reviewed by the Manage-
ment Board, then by the Board of Regents, which
ranks them 1n priority order Capital outlay re-
quests follow the same budgeting process as all oth-
er state agencies Funds are appropriated to a state
construction agency

Bonds and state general revenue are the normal
source of funds for higher education facilities Gen-
eral obligation and revenue bonds provide the major
source of funds Debt service 18 from general rev-
enue with a small portion paid by race track fees

Maine

Maine makes limited use of space standards for fac-
ulty and admimistrative offices and general purpose
classrooms These are used by the Umiversity of
Maine for building project design

The University of Maine System contains seven
campuses and the public broadcasting network Ev-
ery two years campuses submit their capital con-
struction requirements for the following five years
In their bienmal budget process, the System Office
holds extensive hearings and reviews the campus
requests to establish priorities for the capital re-

quest The System Office recommendations are
submatted to the Univergity System Board of Trust-
ees for further review The program approved by
the Trustees is submitted to the Governor for inclu-
sion in the Governor’s budget. The System may go
directly to the Legislature with its requests as well
General obligation bonds are the primary source of
funding Debt service on these bonds 1s paid direct-
ly by the State The University System 1s autho-
rized to borrow money at tax exempt rates for self-
supporting projects Debt service on System bor-
rowing 15 paid by the System

Maryland

The Maryland State Board of Higher Education
uses space standards; guidelines for the budgeting
process The standards cover two basic areas
education-unique standards and statewide stan-
dards for common types of space Standards-
/guidelines are used 1n campus planning, prepara-
tion of budget requests and in considering appropri-
ations The community colleges have separate stan-
dards The standards for classrooms are based on
enrollments and do not vary by discipline Stan-
dards also exist for research and teaching labs and
office space

Funding for capital budgeting 1s provided primarily
through general obligation bonds and state proper-
ty tax revenue bonds, these funds are supplemented
by the general revenue 1if a surplus exists New con-
struction funds are appropriated by phase of project
for specific projects to a state building agency

Massachuseits

In Massachusetts, two sets of guidelines developed
in the 1960s are used infrequently for reference
only

Requests for capital outlay funds for higher educa-
tion go through the Board of Regents to the Division
of Capital Planning and Operations which develops
the Governor's budget recommendations to the leg-
1slature

Bonds are the major source of funds Payments are
made through general revenue and tuition and fee
revenues
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Michigan

Michigan does not use space standards or guidelines
in their budgeting process Funding requests are
presented directly to the Department of Manage-
ment and Budget by the institutions The Depart-
ment of Education is not involved in the funding
process Most funding is generated through rev-
enue bonds Specific facilities funding is deter-
mined by individual institutions and their govern-
ing board

M:innesota

Minnesota has four higher education systems, in-
cluding the University of Minnesota System, State
University System, Community College System
and Technical Institutions. Some systems use space
standards they have developed independently for
planning and budgeting The Higher Education Co-
ordinating Board 18 not involved 1n the capital fe-
cilities budget process Funding requests on a proj-
ect basis, generated at the institutional level, are
prioritized at the system level and sent to the Legis-
lature The Legislature reviews and then re-ranks
the requests in priority order 1n the context of all
other capital funding requests statewide and makes
appropriations The Legislature does not make ex-
tensive use of standards Funding for facilities is
provided through bonds

Mississippe

Mississipp1 does not utilize space standards or
guidelines 1n its facilities budgeting process How-
ever, the state requires, as a part of institutions’ jus-
tification for new construction, that objectively
based analyses be included 1n the request Institu-
tionsg request funds through the State Board, which
submits requests to the Legislature The Legisla-
ture appropnates funds to the Bureau of Buildings,
Ground and Real Property Management Appropr

ations are for specific amounts by project for new
construction and are given in lump sum for reha-
bilitation and repair Funding 1s provided through
general revenue, although the 1988 Session of the
Legislature authorized a general obligation bond is-
sue for improvements
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Missour:

Missour1 does not use space standards or guidelines
in 1ts capilal budget process The institutions pre-
pare project requests following annual guidelines
issued by the Coordinating Board of Higher Educa-
ticn (CBHE) in the Spring Requests are reviewed
and categorized into priorities by the CBHE staff
The review 15 1n detail and the staff relies on the 1n-
stitutions to justify their needs The Board holds
hearings in September and adopts 1ts recommenda-
tions 1n October Institutions may also go directly
to the Governor, however, the CBHE recommenda-
tions are the “"talking” document

Missour1 has had a strong capital program that 1s
funded from a combination of state general revenue
and general obligation bonds backed by general rev-
enues Appropriations are made to each institution
for specific projects Community colleges are not
elimbie for general revenue capital appropriations

Montano

Montana institutions use space guidelines for the
planning process only Guidelines were developed
by the institutions and the goverming board and ex-
ist for classrooms, teaching labs, and office space

Montana institutions develop long-range plans for
construction that are approved by the Board of Re-
gents (BOR) The BOR visits campuses to discuss
space needs and to develop priorities for recommen-
dation to the Governor Higher education construe-
tion needs are merged with the construction needs
of all other state agencies 1n the Governor’s budget
The BOR may lobby their interests whether or not
they are in the governor’s budget Most funding 1s
obtained from a dedicated cigarette tax for all state
construction

Nebraska

The three campuses of the University of Nebraska
use gudelines formalized 1n 1985 for their educa-
tional facilities Previously, each campus had 1ts
own guidelines The four state colleges do not use
standards or guidelines The colleges develop fund-
1ng needs 1n consultation with an architect Com-
munity colleges are under local control



The University of Nebraska uses the guidelines to
estimate space needs and to develop program state-
ments Guidelines are used primarily by the inst-
tutions and the University Central Administration
The executive budget office and legislative staff are
interested only if the request 1s out-of-line with oth-
ers (Guidelines are used for planning, project de-
sign, and preparation of budget requests They
were developed by a joint effort between the institu-
tions, University Central Administration and an
outside consultant Guidelines exist for classrooms,
teaching labs, research labs, and office space Space
needs are based on student related factors including
average station size, station occupancy goals, utili-
zation goals, and weekly contact hours

The budget process 1n Nebraska requires that proj-
ects over $100,000 be included 1n a six-year capital
facilities plan Needs statements are submutted as
part of the bienmal program budget process The
Building and Budget Divisions of the Department of
Administration review requests and submit priori-
ties 1n the Governor’s budget Normal sources of
funding for the State of Nebraska are the Building
Fund and the Capital Construction Fund (Cigarette
Tax) The other source of funding 1s private dona-
tions and federal funds The constitutien prohibits
the state from going into debt for more than
$200,000 so the state may use private bonding au-
thorities, political sub-divisions or other mecha-
nisms to provide revenue bonds for capital construc-
tion

Nevada

Nevada does not use space standards or guidelines
in the capital budgeting process The Public Works
Board supplies a standard cost per square foot of
buiiding space, but no education-specific standards
are used in the budget request process Project re-
quests are submitted to the Public Werks Board,
whach prioritizes all requests and may approve the
request Facilities projects are funded by general
obligation bonds and state general revenue

New Hampshire

New Hampshire has recently developed space
guidelines/standards Standards and guidelines for
ten broad categories of Education and General
space are currently under review by the USNH

Board of Trustees and are being used by both the
Chancellor’s Office and the Board to evaluate long-
term capital needs

New Jersey

The New Jersey Department of Higher Education
uses space standards/guidelines 1n capital budget-
ing The standards were developed in 1971 and
have not been updated since An intensive review 1s
planned for 1989

The guidelines apply to all two- and four-year insti-
tutions, and encompass classreom, teaching labs,
and offices The guidelines are aggregate 1n nature,
although the laboratory standards vary by disci-
pline They are used in the annual allocation of re-
newal and replacement funds (312 million annually
for 11 senior campuses) No direct general revenue
appropriations for new projects have been made 1n
several years Bond funds have been available for
High-Tech facihties and Rutgers has independent
authority to 13sue revenue bonds In addition, some
student fee income 13 used for bonding

The Department of Higher Education feels that fa-
cility needs in New Jersey are severe A major bond
15sue was passed 1n 1988 which will provide funds
(to be matched 1n varying proportions) for construc-
tion at both public and independent colleges

New Mexico

New Mexico does not use space standards for higher
education facilities planning and budgeting The
Higher Education Commuission reviews institution-
al requests on a case-by-case basis

New Mexico institutions develop five-year master
plans for their capital outlay requests to the Com-
mission The Commission’s Facilities Committee
reviews requests and recommends a budget for sub-
mission to the Governor The Commussion also sub-
mits a separate budget request to the Legslature
Also, 1nstitutions may find their own sponsors to 1n-
troduce specifie project bills

Most construction is funded through general obliga-
tion bonds that are repaid through dedicated prop-
erty taxes A dedicated severance tax 1s also used,
although it has been at its maximum 1n recent
years
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New York

New York uses space standards/guidelines for some
capital facilities funding requests The standards
for both SUNY and CUNY are accepted by all parties
involved 1n the budget process and are used in most
aspects of the preparation of budget requests Stan-
dards exist for classroom, teaching labs, and office
space For classrooms and teaching labs, standards
are based on student-related factors Office space
standards are based on number of faculty and non-
faculty positions

Funding comes through bonds, state general rev-
enue, and local tax revenue Bonds are the major
source of funding for higher education facilities
Each system (CUNY and SUNY) makes a budget re-
quest to the Governor annually The request be-
comes part of the Executive budget and then pro-
ceeds to the Legislature Appropriations are made
1n specific amounts for specific projects

North Carolina

North Carolina does not use standards or guidelines
1n its capital budgeting process Budget requests
are generated at the campus level, then reviewed by
the Board of Governors, which, 1n turn, makes rec-
ommendations to the Advisory Budget Commission

Facilities inventory and utilization data are among
the factors considered by the Board of Governors in
reviewing and prioritizing capital project requests

Prior to approval by the Board of Governors a capi-
tal construction project must be prepared 1n a speci-
fied format with detailed unit costs and square foot-
age requirements to be included This completed
cost estimate 18 validated for accuracy by the chief
estimator 1n the State Construction Office

Bonds and state general revenue represent the nor-
mal sources of funds for Education and General Pro-
gram facilities State general revenue 18 the major
source

North Dakota

Architectural estimates, not space standards or
gudelines, are used to determine the amount of
funds budgeted for facilities State general fund ap-
propriations are the major fund source for higher
education facilities, though no new facility from
this source has been built since 1982 Factlities
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such as dormitories and student unions are con-
structed through the use of revenue bonds The
bond payments are made from board and room rent-
tls or student fees

Captal outlay funds are obtained through requests
to the Board of Higher Education which prioritizes
the requests and submits them to the Governor for
submission to the Legislature

Qhio

While detailed space standards exist in Ohio, they
are used only to a limited extent by the Board of Re-
gents Standards are not utilized at all in the execu-
tive and legislative budget review process

Ohio's guidelines were developed 1n 1974, have not
been updated since, and operate at a somewhat ag-
gregate level, although discipline varations are re-
flected in the laboratory space guidelines Inven-
tory and utilization data are reported biannually

Chio has a large capital program Requests are
based on priority guidelines developed 1n coopera-
tion with the state budget office and are part of a
six-year plan After Regents’ review and hearings,
the consolidated request 1s reviewed by the state
budget office and the Legislature appropriates spe-
cific amounts for projects to the Regents

"Revenue” bonds pledging student fees (but actual-
ly paid by general revenues) are the major source of

funding
Oklahoma

Oklahoma uses space standards in the capital bud-
geting process Utihization and condition of existing
space 18 evaluated before approving new space
Standards are used by the system office to prepare
budget requests After appropriation, the State Re-
gents use standards to allocate money to specific in-
stitutions and building projects Standards exist for
classrooms, teaching labs, and office space All
three types of standards are linked to student-
related factors

In the capital budgeting process, projects are
ranked 1n categories of priorities repair/renewal,
equipment, non-structural improvement, and new
construction



Oregon

The Oregon State System of Higher Education uses
space standards/guidelines in capital budgeting
They are used primarily at the system level, al-
though they influence the size and scope of the re-
quests of the eight four-year colleges and universi-
ties While not formally accepted, the state execu-
tive and legislative review agencies have not dis-
couraged their use

The guidelines were developed in the early 1970s by
the State system and the wnstitutions and are de-
rived from standards used 1n Califorma, Texas, and
Florida They were reviewed and updated 1in 1980
Room size/type 15 a variable 1n the classroom stan-
dards. In the case of teaching labs, criteria vary be-
tween lower and upper division courses, The re-
search lab guidelines are really design criteria and
vary by discipline Research positions/programs
and graduate enrollments are the primary criteria
Office space relates to positions, including teaching
asaistants (but not all graduate assistants)

The capital program is active and involves consoli-
dation at the state system and the State Depart-
ment of Education (for local community colleges)

State projects are funded through a combination of
general obligation bonds and general revenue Lo-
cal community colleges provide 65% of cost from lo-
cal sources (primarily property taxes) Bonds are
retired by general revenues Appropriations are on
a project-by-project bams and final release of funds
18 subject to authorization by the State Emergency
Board (e continuing legislative fiscal commuttee)

The state level orgemzation of community colleges
changed in 1987, and new approaches to budgeting
in thet system are being developed

Pennsylvania

The State of Pennsylvania does not use space stan-
dards or guidelines 1n budgeting for capital facili-
ties The State System of Higher Education (SSHE)
18 now in the process of developing a more accurate
data base leading to the future development of stan-
dards Pennsylvama State Umiversity (not part of
the State System) does not have or use space stan-
dards 1n 1ts budgeting process Inventory and utili-
zation data are maintained 1n both major higher
education systems, although additional work 1s be-

ing done in the SSHE to improve the reliability of the
data

The capital budget process in Pennsylvania 1s quite
complex and elongated Requests of the state-
owned and “state-related” universities are consoli-
dated by the Department of Education, prioritized
and then sent to the Governor The State Budget
Office recommends a list of projects to the Governor
{who adds or deletes) and then submits a set of ree-
ommendations to the Legislature The Legislature
sometimes adds additional projects, the majority of
which are item vetoed Funds are appropriated to
the Department of General Services and release 1s
keyed to project-by-project approval and the sale of
general obligation bonds backed by general rev-
enue

Rhode Island

Rhode Island does not use space standards/guide-
lines 1n the budgeting process Facilities funding 1n
Rhode Isiand 1s supported almost exclusively
through general obligation bonds Every two years,
a Capital Development Plan 1s developed and sub-
mitted to the Legislature All facilities funding re-
quests, after approval by the Legislature, must be
approved by the voters Each year the state appro-
priates funds to cover amortization

South Carolina

South Carolina does not use space standards or
guidelines 1n its capital budgeting process Fund-
ing determinations are based on facility utilization,
enrollment trends, program changes, and other fac-
tors

In the South Carolina budget process, the Commis-
s10n on Higher Education visits each institution bi-
annually to assist in the development of the capital
outlay priority list to be submitted to the Budget
and Control Board General obligation bonds pro-
vide the major source of funding for higher educa-
tion facihities Additional funding 1s provided
through revenue bonds for the hospital.

South Dakota
The public 1nstitutions of higher education in South

Dakota utilize locally derived space standards/
guidelines in both the management of existing fa-
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cilities and the planning for new facilities Howev-
er, no standards/guidelines are utilized at the state
level by the Board of Regents, executive branch or
legislature 1n developing budgets and appropriating
funds

The institutions must be authorized by the Board of
Regents to initiate preliminary plans and costs for
projects After specific projects are approved by the
Board of Regents they are placed on a priority list
The Board decides which priority projects are 1n-
cluded 1n the annual budget request The Board
may request funding from the Legislature or the au-
thorization of the construction only The Legisla-
ture may authorize a study for planmng and design
of the project The process is lengthy and may take
a number of years for full funding to be granted

The South Dakota Building Authority handles the
bonding and financing of such projects and receives
its funds primarily from bonds

Tennessee

The Tennessee Higher Education Commission
(THEC) uses standards/ guidelines 1n the budgeting
process The guidelines/standards are used in all
aspects of funding acquisition and allecation and by
all parties involved in the process The same stan-
dards/guidelines are used by community colleges
and uruversities The standards are based on na-
tional standards, custom-fitted to Tennessee's needs
by institution and state staff The standards were
modified within the last five years and are used for
classrooms, teaching labs, and faculty office space
Standards are based on student related factors

Funding 15 provided primarily through general obli-
gation bonds Funding requests are generated at
the 1nstitutional level, forwarded to the governing
boards for prioritization and submitted to THEC,
which consolidates requests and sets priorities The
requests then follow the normal budgeting process
through the Governor’s Office to the Legislature

Texas

Texas has only a limited set of space standsards or
guidelines which are used only 1n a highly aggre-
gated form 1n the budgeting process The highly ag-
gregated guidelines are not based upon specific
needs for specific types of space Hence, specific
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space standards for clasarooms, teaching labs, ete
do not ex1st, except 1n a theoretical sense

Individual institutions receive earmarked alloca-
tions from the Texas Campus Planning Coordinat-
ing Board for specific projects The institutions
must then develop plans and submit them to the Co-
ordinating Board No construction 15 possible with-
out approval from the Coordinating Board The
Legslature or other executive agencies are not in-
volved in the building process

Funding is provided primarily through general rev-
enue and the Permanent University Fund, which is
funded through o1l and gas leases Additional fund-
ng 18 provided by bonds and dedicated tax funds

Utah

The Board of Regents (which encompasses all public
higher education 1n Utah) uses space stan-
dards/guidelines 1n their capital budget process
The standards are applied to both two- and four-
year institutions and are a combination of stan-
dards specified by the State Building Board, and
those subsequently developed by the Regents office
The Bulding Board's standards are accepted but
are felt to be restrictive These standards apply to
classrooms and teaching labs The Regents stan-
dards (for research and office space) are considered
to be more realistic by the institutions

The Building Board's standards have been 1n effect
for more than ten years and are essentially the Cali-
forma Restudy Standards minus 10 percent The
Regents’ standards are derivations of the NCHEMS
Space Analysis Manuals Inventory and utilization
records are maintained, and utilization studies are
conducted annually

Utah has had a eontinuing, though rather small,
caputal program 1n recent years with the main rev-
enue sources being state general revenues and
short-term (five-year) general obligation bonds
The budget process involves the determunation of
higher education priorities by the Regents using
both objective and subjective considerations The
State Building Board develops an overall state pri-
ority list for consideration by the Governor and sub-
mussion to the Legislature The Board also coords-
nates the construction program once appropriations
are made to the institutions



Statewide renovation funds for such things as park-
ing, roof repair and code compliance are appropriat-
ed to the State Division of Facilities and Construc-
tion Management

Vermont

Vermont does not use standards or guidelines 1n 1ts
budgeting process. Vermont 18 on a biennial budget
cycle. All requests are sent to the Governor, 1nclud-
ing an indication of what portion of the funding the
institution will provide and what portion 1s request-
ed from the state Funds are appropriated in specif-
1¢ amounts for particular projects Funding for proj-
ects is equally divided between twtion and fee rev-
enue bonds, state general revenue, and private do-
nations

Virguua

Virginia uses space standards/guidelines 1n 1ts bud-
geting process The same standards are used for
community colleges and universities, and 1n all as-
pects of the planning end budgeting process, except
for building project design All parties involved in
the funding process use and accept the existing
space standards Standards/guidelines are 1n place
for classrooms, teaching labs, research labs, and of-
fice space The classroom and teaching lab stan-
dards vary based on size and type of institution
Standards/guidelines for office space are based on
the number of faculty positions

Funding for hagher education facilities comes
through bonding and state general revenue The
funding requests are generated at the institutional
level and forwarded to the State Engineering and
Building Agency and the State Council on Higher
Education The State Council on Higher Education
reviews requests against the guidelines and makes
recommendations to the Governor’s Office of Plan-
ning and Budgeting The Governor includes hus rec-
ommendations 1n the Executive Budget to the Gen-
eral Assembly

Washington

In Washington, the community college system ac-
tively uses space standards/guidelines in 1ts capital
budgeting process The six public four-year univer-
sities may use criteria developed in the mid-1970s

as planning guides or may use such other standards
as they feel are appropriate State level staff indi-
cated that standards do not play a role in their re-
view, although they are aware of their use by the
community college system and generally feel com-
fortable with the critera

The community college standards have been in ef-
fect since the mid-1970s and were last updated in
1977 They differentiate classroom space by institu-
tional size, teaching labs by disciphne and derive of-
fice space by FTE faculty "entitlement” (which 1s
driven by FTE students by discipline category) In-
ventory and utilization data are maintained, al-
though the extent of utilization data in the four-
year schools 15 uncertain

The capital budget process 1s straightforward with
each governing body developing requests and six-
year plans, and forwarding them to the Office of Fi-
nancial Management Copies are provided, primar-
ily for information, to the Higher Education Coordi-
nating Board Following the Governor's recommen-
dation, the Legislature considers, modifies, and
funds the capital program through a combination
of (1) general obligation bonds backed by dedicated
tuition revenues and general revenues, (2) modest
general revenue appropriations, and (3) other sour-
ces 1n- cluding state land revenues, dedicated tu-
ition funds, ete The Office of Financial Manage-
ment controls the release of funds

West Virginua

West Virginia does not use standards/guidelines A
detatled, on-site review 18 conducted by the Board of
Regents to evaluate new construction requests and
assess the condition of existing buildings

Full authority has been given to the governing
board to collect and spend money, including selling
bonds, but the Lemslature must authorize all proy-
ects The majority of the funds used for capital out-
lay are generated through bonding, with student
fees providing the revenue for debt service

Wisconsin

The University of Wisconsin System uses space
standards/guidelines in its capital budget process
for all campuses, including the two year centers
The guidelines appear to be traditional 1n nature,
operate at an aggregate level and are accepted by
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all participants 1n the capital budgeting process
The planning and budgeting process compensates
for the level of generality through the use of special
studies of space needs (including peer reviews) in
the project development phase Inventory and utih-
zation records are kept In addition, on-site unan-
nounced audits of space use and utilization are con-
ducted

Wisconsin has an active capital program and rehes
primarily on general obligation bonds backed by
general revenue for finaneing The capital budget
process is managed by a State Building Commas-
sion, comprised of the Governor, one minority and
two majority members from each house, and one
private citizen The Commission reviews all capital
requests and makes recommendations to the Legs-
lature It also controls the release of funds and ov-
ersees project adjustments after the appropriations
are made

Wyomting

Wyoming does not use official state standards/
guidelines in their budgeting process Each in-
stitution has the freedom to pursue general obli-
gation bonds. The colleges also take their appeals
for funding directly to the Legislature, where they
compete with all other state departments for funds
Funding 18 provided through general obligation and
revenue bonds, state general revenue, dedicated
mineral tax funds and private grants, with bonding
providing the major source of revenue

Ontario (Canada)

The Ontario umiversities use space standards-
/guidelines in their capital planning and budgeting
The criteria used by the unmiversities are macro
standards developed by the Council of Ontario Uni-
versities and used by the Ministry These standards
have been in effect over 10 years but have been re-
cently updated Inventory and space use records are
kept and space utilization studies are conducted

Within the macro standards, the University of To-
ronto has developed planning guidelines to meet
their needs The classroom guidelines relate to en-
rollments and section size, while the teaching lab
criteria vary by discipline, course level, and fixed
equipment needs Research space guidehnes are
more fluid, relating to discipline specialties and the
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type of lab Office space standards exist for seven
categories of positions

2.2 Overview of Facilities Budgeting
Processes in Other Selected Universities

In addition to the telephone surveys of the 50 states
and one Canadian province, we also surveyed a se-
lected set of other universities to determine their
levels of use of space standards/guidelines The fol-
lowing paragraphs provide a brief averview of our
findings for each of the selected umiversities

Brigham Young Untversity

Space standards/guidelines are used in capital bud-
geting at Brigham Young BYU also does the facili-
ties planning for the other Latter Day Saints insti-
tuttons (Rick’s College in [daho and BYU-Hawaii)
for overall church-funded development The guide-
lines are used in facilities planning, project design,
and in preparation of budget estimates Space 1n-
ventory and utilization records are maintained, and
use studies are periodically conducted

Bucknell University

Bucknell does not use space standards/guidelines in
capital development New buildings are planned
based on the expressed and justified needs of the de-
partments Cost estimates are prepared in conjunc-
tion with the department and administrative staff
In the case of complex projects, an architect is
brought 1n early to assist with planning Although
space tnventory data are maintained, no space utili-
zation information 1s kept

Harvard University

Harvard does not have a formal system of space
standards or guidelines for use in capital planning
Construction of new or remodeled space 1s the re-
sponsibility of each faculty (school) and the Office of
Planning assists 1n project development through
provision of information on space planning guide-
lines to the deans and their staff. Space wnventory
records are maintained and utilization records for
scheduled space are kept, 1n varying degrees, by the
faculties



Loyola University of Chicago

Loyola does not use space standards/guidelines 1n
capital development New buildings are planned,
and cost estimates are prepared 1n conjunction with
the department, plant director, and an architect
The university retains an architect to oversee the
procesa and supervise the work of the contract ar-
chitect Space inventory and utilization records are
maintained and reported each two years to the
State of [llinois

Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)

Space standards/guidelines are used to a great ex-
tent in capital planning at MIT The guidelines are
viewed as evolving and are constantly being updat-
ed One of the precepts at MIT 1s that space 1s a cen-
tral resource so the Office of Planning 15 involved in
all aspects of facilities development and remodel-
ing, Inventory and utilization records are main-
tained and annual usage studies are conducted

MIT has just finished a major study of their class-
room guidelines The guidelines vary by room type
and function and by the type of interior furnishings
required by the discipline Teaching lab guidelines
are sensitive to unique departmental criteria and
vary by discipline, course level, and room type
They have done extensive work n research lab ¢ni-
teria The nature of the work to be done drives the
scale of the stations which are then related to the
number of people who will be 1n the lab The prime
variable 1n the guidelines 15 the diseipline They
use a general index of space criteria and adapt 1t to
the specific discipline Office space guidelines exist
and faculty level 1s taken 1nto account in the guide-
lines

Reed College

Reed College does not use space standards or guide-
Iines 1n capital planning or budgeting Needs are
reviewed on-campus and both preliminary and final
work 18 done through an architect General space
criteria can be determined from existing examples
on the campus No inventory or utilization records
are kept

Yale University

Yale University uses space eriteria in 1fs capital

planning although they are not specific guidelines
For example, there are no numeric guidelines for
clagsroom space since sizing 1s determined 1n the
context of the size of existing facilities of a simular
nature Guidelines do exist for research and teach-
ing labs and offices, however, and are used in facili-
ties planning, building project design, and prepara-
tion of budget estimates The guidelines were de-
veloped by the Office of Facilities Planning over ten
years ago and are updated continuously Inventory
and space utilization records are maintained and
periodic studies are conducted

The guidelines for teaching labs are not related so
much to enrollment as to program They also vary
by course level of instruction Research lab space
guidelines are program specific and are designed to
provide space for the research team and do reflect
differences 1n faculty rank A similar distinction 1s
made 1n the office space guidelines

2.3 Summary of Findings About the Use
of Standards/Guidelines in Other States

Exhibit 2 1 provides a tabular summary of the
status of the use of higher education facilities
standards/guidelines in the 50 states and Ontario

Based upon the information presented in both the
preceding sections of this chapter and the summary
presented 1n Exhibit 2 1, the {ollowing findings can
be made about the status of the facilities budgeting
processes in the states

s Twenty-five states do not have formal space
standards or guidelines used 1n the planning and
budgeting for higher education facilities These
states generally appropriate funds for facilities
on a project-by-project basis

e Minnesota, Mawne, Connecticut, South Dakotsa
and Hawail make limited use of formal stan-
dards/guidelines, e g, standards/guidelines exist
only for some space categories or the standards/
guidelines are not used at the state level for
budgeting purposes

e Twenty states and Ontario use space standards
and guidelines 1n the planning and budgeting
process
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* Texas 1s the only state where the legislature does
not appropriate funds on a project by project ba
818 Project decisions in Texas are made by the
various governing boards and the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board

+ Only five states reported that their legislatures
utilized space standards/guidelines in making
decisions about appropriations for higher educa-
tion facilities

¢ Although several states have updated compo-
nents of their standards in the past five years, ba-
sic formula structures have remained un-
changed Since most states have patterned their
space formulas and standards after the original
work done in California, no dramatically new or
innovative approaches to space planning or
methods were published in the 1960s

Of the 25 states reporting the existence and/or use
of higher education space standards, we selected 18
states and Ontario for detailed site visits and study
The remaiming seven were not selected for site vis-
its for a variety of reasons

Maine, Connecticut, South Daketa, and Hawaix
were not selected due to their himited use of stan-
dards Minnesota was not selected because each of
the systema utilized a different set of standards and
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the standards are not recognized by the HigherEdu-
cation Board or the Legislature Alaska and Mon-
tana were not selected because of the relatively
small size of many of their higher education 1nstitu-
tions

The 18 selected states and one Canadian province
from which detailed data was collected were

Califormma  New Hampshire Tennessee
Colorado New Jerse Texas
Florida New York Utah
Kansas Ohio Virgina
Maryland Oklahoma Washington
Nebraska Oregon Wisconsin
Ontario

Upon conducting site visits 1n the state of Texas, it
was found that the state does not use a consistent
set of standards for evaluating space needs There-
fore, Texas was not included n the detailed com-
parisons 1n the following sections of this report In
New York, the City Unuversity standards were con-
sidered to be design criteria and the State Universi-
ty standards were department specific and could not
be compared New York was therefore also ex-
cluded from the detailed cornparisons



EXHIBIT 21 Summary of Status of Space Standards/Guidelines in the 50 States and Ontario, 1988

CHARACTERISTICS OF
FACILITIES BUDGETING
PROCESS
1. Higher Education funds
appropriated withtn last § years
2. Space standards apd guidelines
exist
3. Standards and guidelines used in
buddgeting process
4. Standards and guidelines used by:
* Universities
o State Higher Educadon System (3)
e State Executive Budget Office
* Legislature
* Qther
8. Standards and guidelines used for:
Campus plangung & management
Buijding projsct deatgn
Preparing institaton budget request
Preparing systemwide buddet request
Preparng governiors budget reguest
* Legisiadve aporopriation
+« Allocatng futids o insdtutions
* Allocapng funds to projects
8. Standards or guidelines developed by:
» Insttutions
* State svstem body
State building authority
Governor's office
Legisiacure
Cutside Consultant
Joint Commiftee
= QOther
7. Standards or gutdaiines have been
used for more than 3 vears
‘®. Standards or guidelines last updated:
¢ within last 9 vears
® 510 vears
* more than 10 vears
9. Standard or guidlines exist tor:
¢ Clasarooms
+ Teaching laboratories
* Research laboratories
* Cffice space
10. Insttutions maintain space
inventories by type of space
11. [nsdtutions keep utlization records
1Z2. Utlizadon studies are conducted
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EXHIBIT 21 (continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATES
FACILITIES BUDGETING
PROCESS IA KS KY LA ME MD MA MI MN-MS MO MT NE NV
1. Migher Education funds
appropriated within last 5 vears X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
3. Space standards and guidelines
axigt b4 x = x X =x
3. Standards and guidelines used i
budgeting procesa
4. Standarda and gutdeiines used by:
s Umiversitiss
*» State Higher Educadon Sysiem (s}
¢ Stare Executive Budeet Office
* Legisiature
* Other
5. Smndards and guideiines used for:
Canmus planning & management
Building project design
Preparing insdtudon budget request
Prepanng systermwide bucget request
Preparing governor's ucsdet request
= Legislative appropriation
s Allocating funds to instituttons
¢ Allocating funds to proiects
#. Handards or guidelines deveioped by:
s [nmsttutions
e State svstem bodv x x
s State butlding authonty
e Governor's oiflce
« Lagisiature
¢ Qutside Consuitant
* Joint Commitiee .
* Qther x
7. 3tandards or guidelines have been
uesed for more than 5 vears x x x X x
8. Standards or guidelnes last updated:
+ within last & vears x
* 5-10 years x x x
» more than 10 vears x
¥. Standard or guidlines exist tor:
« Classrooms
¢ Teaching laboratories
* Research laboratories
s (ifice snace
10. Insututions maintain space
inventories by type of space
1i. lasttudons keep utiiization records
13. Utlizadon studies are concucted
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EXHIBIT 21 (conttnued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF

FACILITIES BUDGETING

PROCESS

1. Migher Education runids
appronriated within last 5 years

2. Space smodards and guidellnes

st

3. Standards and guiceiines used ia
Budgetng process

4. Standards and guideiines used by:
s Universities

¢ State Higher Educadon Jvstem (s}

+ State Exscunve Budger Office

¢ Lagisiature
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s Allocanng funds to Drotects
§. Jtandards or guidalines deveioped Dy:
* [pattutions
+ State svstem bodv
« Jaie buldiag auchority
* Governors difice
* Lagisiature
* Cuside Consutant
e Jont Cormettes
* Other
7. Standards or grudeiines nave been
used for more than 3 vears
8. Slamcarcds of fuidelinnes last updated:
* within last S vears
* 510 vears
e mere than (0 vears
¥. Bamdard or Jridlines exist or:
+ Classrooms
* Teachind laboratories
* Rssearch laboratories
* Difite space
10. lasututions Daaintaun space
\mventories by type of space
11l. Insututons keey utilization records
13. Utlizaton studies are conducted
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EXHIBIT 21 (continued)

CHARACTERISTICYS OF
FACILITIES BUDGETING
PROCESS
1. Migher Education funds
approvriated within last 5§ vears
2. Space standards and guidelines
st
3. Standards and guideiines used in
buddgeting process
4. Standards and guidalines used by:
¢ Universities
* State Higher Educatton 3System (s)
* State Execunve Budget Office
Legislature '
Other
5. Standards and guidelines used for:
Cammpus pianning & manafement
Buillding project desizm
Preparing insatudon budget request
Preparing systemwide budget request
Freparing governor's budget request
s Lagisiative appropriatdon
* Allocatung funds to insdtudons
* Allocaung funds to projects
@. Bwandards or guideitnes developed by:
* lastHtutions
* State system body
*+ 3tate bulicing authoriey
s Qovernors oifice
* Ladisiature
* Camside Consuitant
* Joint Committee
* Oener
7. 3andards or guiceltnes have been
used for more than 3 yaars
8. Smndards or guidelinegs last updated:
* wthin last S vears
¢ 3=10 vears
* miore than 10 vears
P. Sewmndard or guiditnesiexdist fors
* Classrcoms
* Tepciing laboratories
* Rpeearch laboratoriesy
* Cfffce space
i0. Iastitutons maintait space
Iswwnitories by type of space
"11. [netitutions keep utilization records
12. Utilizadon studies are conducted

28

x X X x
X X x
x x X X
x x X x
X x
x
X x x
X X
x X X x
X X x
X
X
X
x
x X x
b 4 X x
b 4
x
x X x
X x
x
X
x - 4 x X
4 X X x
X X
x X X x
X X X X X
X X X X
x X X X x

* Communtty Colleges On_.ly

x

LI

MW HH M

KRR

M

Ontarto

HUNANNNN

MK

N



3

As expected, we found that the techniques and proe-
esses for determining higher education’s faeility
needs differ significantly among the states,? 1n spite
of the fact that many states appear to use similar
standards, guidelines, formulas, etc  Thus, what of-
ten appears to be a comparable standard among
states (e g , weekly room use hours) may not be com-
parable at all due to differences 1n methods of count-
ing enrollments. For example, some states exclude
all evening enrollments in their calculations while
most donot Similarly, what appears to be a compa-
rable research assignable square feet (ASF) per re-
search faculty standard may not be comparable at
all because one state counts only faculty on funded
research projects while another also counts FTE fac-
ulty budgeted for “departmental research ”

Similar issues exist in every part of the facilities
budgeting process Fortunately, however, the wide
range of methodologies used by the different states
does not mean that comparability cannot be
achieved, but rather that extreme care must be tak-
en to ensure comparability through normalization
of the data

3.1 Discussion of Normalization Issues

The following sections describe the major compara-
bility issues and problems we discovered during our
review of the facilities budgeting practices in the
states and institutions thet we visited The discus-
sions are intended to help the reader understand

¢ the types of normalization adjustments which
must be made,

e the reasons for the normalization methodology
which we used,

e the relative magmtude of the various compara-
hlity 1zsues, and

o the reasons why we were unable to correct for all
differences among the states.

8 The term "state” 18 uaod to refer to both the states and the
Canadian Province of Ontario thraughout thus report

Normalization Issues
and Methodology

311! Enrollment Issues

Many differences exist 1n the ways in which institu-
tions and states establish the enrollment counts
that form the basis for determining enrollment re-
lated facility needs

(1) Defirution of FTE Student In spite of the fact
that the definitions of full time-equivalent (FTE)
student appear to be similar among the states, sig-
nificent differences often exist For example, one
state may define 15 student credit hours (SCH) as a
full-time-equivalent undergraduate student while
another state utilizes 16 Some have an advanced
graduate category for Ph D students with a differ-
ent FTE definition than for master’s and first profes-
sional degree students, while others do not

Exhibit 3 1 shows the different FTE student defini-
tions utilized by the selected states

Fortunately, all of the states in our detailed review
use weekly student contact hours (WSCH) rather
than FTE students to drive the calculation of their
scheduled classroom and teaching lab facility needs
For this reason, no adjustments in the standards-
fgurdelines for classrooms and teaching labs are
needed to reflect the differences 1n FIE definitions

(2) Enroliment Counting Tume Period As shown 1n
Exhibit 3 2, the states utilize several different per-
ods of time for counting enrollments for determin-
ing facility needs The time periods range from the
fall semester to an academic year average to a 12-
month average The importance of the enrollment
counting period 1s that fzll enrollments tend to be
about 7 percent higher than an academic year en-
rollment which, in turn, 1s about 10 percent higher
then a 12-month average. Thus, when all other fac-
tors are equal, those states utilizing fall term en-
rollments calculate a higher facility need

(3} Enrollment Exclusions and Inclusions The most
difficult of the enrollment counting preblems, and
hence the normalization process, 15 to determine
which enrollments are included and excluded. The
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EXHIBIT 31 Compurison of FTE Enrollment Definttions (Student Credit Hours, SCH)

STATE LOWER
Californa
Community Colleges Do not define FTE student
All calculations based on
student contact hours
California State Univeraity 15 SCH per term
Unuversity of Califorma 156 SCH per term
Colorado 15 SCH per term
Florida
University System
Academic (Fall & Spnng) 15 SCH per term
(Summer) 10 SCH per term
Vocational Baged on Student
Contact Hours
Kansas 16 SCH per term
Maryland 15 SCH per term
Nebraska 12 SCH per term
New Hampshire* 16 SCH per term
New Jersey 32 SCH per ac year
New York 16 SCH per term
Ohio 15 SCH per term
Oklaboma 15 8CH per term
Ontario Vartes by mstitution
Oragon 15 SCH per term
Tennessee 15 SCH per term
Utah 15 SCH per term
Virginia 30SCH per Ac Yr
Washington
Community Colleges 45 SCH per Ac Yr
plus Summer Term
divided by 45
Wisconsin 16 8CH per term

UFPER

N/A

15 SCH per term
15 SCH per term

15 SCH per term

15 SCH per term
10 SCH per term

15 SCH per tarm
15 SCH per term
12 8CH per term

16 SCH per term

32 SCH per ac year

15 SCH per term
15 SCH per term

15 SCH per term

Varies by mnstitution

15 SCH per term

15 SCH per term
15 SCH per term

30 SCH per Ac Yr

NA

15 SCH per term

GRAD 1

N/A

15 SCH per term

Headcount

12 SCH per term

12 8CH per term
8 SCH per term

9 SCH per term
12 SCH per term
9 SCH per term

12 S8CH per term

24 SCH per ac year

12 SCH per term
12 SCH per term

12 SCH per term

9 SCH per term

12 SCH per term
12 SCH per term

24 SCHper Ac Yr

NA

9 SCH per term

GRAD O

N/A

N/A

Headcount

12 SCH per term

12 SCH per term

8 SCH per term

8 SCH per term

12 SCH per term

9 SCH per term

12 SCH per term
24 SCH per ac yeer

12 SCH per term

12 SCH per term

12 SCH per term
Varies by ingtitutton  Varies by institution

9 SCH per term

12 SCH per term
12 SCH per term

24 SCH per Ac Yr

NA

varies by diseiphine

a New Hampshire does not have a standard defimition for student credit hours Fifteen and 12 were used as approximate values
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EXHIBIT 32 Comparison of Enrollment

Counting Perwod Used for Faciity Budgeting

State Enrollment Counting Period
Calbforma Academic Year Average
Colorado Academuc Year Average
Florida Three Torms®
Kansas Fall Term
Maryland Fall Term
Neabraska Fall Term
New Hampshire Fall Term
Naw Jersey Academic Year Average
New York Fall Term
Ohwo Fall Term
Oklahoma Full Year Total
Ontarwo Academic Year Average
Oragon Fall Term
Tennessee Fall Term
Utah Fall Term
Virginia Academic Year Average
Washington Sum of four quarter
(Commumty Collages) enrollments divided by three
Wisconain Fall Term

a Total SCH for Summer, Fall and Spring terms ares used to
calculate Annual FTE. Undergraduata SCH are divided by
40 and graduate SCH are divided by 32

normalization problem 1s created by the fact that
many of the enrollments which are excluded for the
purpose of determining factlity needs are enrpll-
menta in courses which, by publie policy, are often
not funded by public funds Examples of such
courses are avocation and recreation courses The
problems stem from the following different situa-
tions

o Some states recognize avocation and recreation
courses as being programs that should be funded
by the state and, hence, do not maintain a sepa-
rate count of the enrollments. The result is that
the enrollments are included in their enrollment
counts and no information exists to exclude them

o Other states do not fund such enrollments but do
allow their public institutions to offer such
courses on a fee basis (e g, fees pay all operating
costs) These states specifically exclude such en-
rollments from their facilities enrollment count

¢ Other states prohibit their public institutions
from teaching such courses

There is another set of enrollments which are ex-
cluded in some states in the determination of facuili-
ty needs and which are usually relatively easy to
wdentify This set includes those enrollments for
which the states, through policy decisions, do not
provide facilities These enrollments may include

s Off-campus courses
+ inborrowed facilities
« 1nrented facilities
¢ Intern and practice teaching courses
¢ Outdoor physical education courses:
Individual study courses
ROTC courses

Exhibit 3 3 shows the types of enrollments excluded
from the facilities enrollment count 1n the selected
states In spite of the many differences among the
enroliments included/excluded in the facility enroll-
ment base, we determined, after extensive review
that no adjustments should be made in the state
standards/guidehnes for enrollment inclusions/ex-
clusions The reasons for this decision were.

¢ The magnitude of the adjustments would be ex-
tremely small, ranging from 0 to 3 percent

* We were unable, 1n many states, to obtain suffi-
cient data to 1dentify the percentage of enroll-
ments in the various exclusion categories

¢ Those states where we did obtain data supported
the conclusion that these exclusion categories are
an extremely small percentage of total enroll-
ments

We have, however, provided sufficient information
in this report for the reader to understand the 1ssues
involved in enrollment exclusions/inclusions and to
understand the general order of magnitude and di-
rection of adjustments of the states’ standards-
fguidelines that would be necessary to normalize for
enrollment inclusions and exclusions

(4) Daytime Versus Evening Enrollments Five
states -- Colorado, Maryland, Tennessee, Washing-
ton and Ontario -- base their facility needs determi-
nation on daytime enrollments (except for 1nstitu-
tions with evening enrollment greater than day-
time enrollments) and have adopted standards and
guidelines consistent with their enrollment count-
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EXHIBIT 3 3

State
California

Community Colleges
California State Univeraity

Univeraity of Califorma

Colorado

Florida
Universities

Commanity Colleges

Kansas

Maryland

Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Ohio
Ollahoma
Ontario
Oregon
Tennessea
Utah
Virginia
Washington

Wiseonsin

32

Comparison of Facilities Enroliment, Exclusions Among the Selected States

Enrcllments Excluded

All avoeation and nen-credit recreation courses OfF campus courses
Outdoor physical education courses

Off-campus intern and practice teaching courses Outdoor physical education courses Off-campus
intern and practice teaching courses

Evening and weekend courses Avocation and recreation courses  Qutdoor physical education
courses. Courses taught in borrowed or leased space

ROTC courses Non-credit courses Off-campus courses
Recreation courses Avocation courses
Individual study courses Off-campus internshups  Practice teaching

Evening courses Weekend courses Avocationcourses Recreationcourses Off campus
internships  Practice teaching  Off-campus in borrowed space Off-campus 1n rented space

Off-campus internships ROTC courses Outdoor PE courses Remedial courses  Off campus
courses Ln borrowed space  Off campus courses 1n rented space

By policy, students whe do not requure on-campus space
Qutdoor physical education courses
Evening courses Weekend courses Off-campus internships
Nene
All non-credit enrollments
.
Undergraduate students who have exceeded government’s funding limit  Ev ening courses
Off-campus internships  Practice teaching
Evemng courses Off-campus internships  Off-campus courses in borrowed space
Weekend courses  Off-campug internships. ROTC courses.
Avocation courses Recreation courses Off-campuainternships Practice teaching

Evening courses Weekend courses Avocation courses Recreation courses

Off-campus internahips



ing policy All of the other selected states, including
California, utilize total enrollments within a 24

hour period Therefore, adjustments were made n
the case of the five states utilizing only daytime en-
roilments 2

312 Staffing Data Issues

We found that most of the facility budgeting tech-
niques of the selected states allot certain amounts of
staff-related space (e g, offices, conference rooms,
research labs, etc ) on a per staff member basis with
different parameters for different types of space, dif-
ferent types of staff, and different disciplines of staff
assignment Unfortunately, however, we found
that the states do not use the same definitions of
staff positions nor do they use the same mathemat-
ical methodologies to determine need For example

+ Some states do not, as a matter of policy, include
contract and grant faculty and staff in calculat-
ing space needs, other states do

+ Some states calculate a need for research lab
space for "departmental research” based on facul-
ty effort reports while others only recognize a
need for research lab space for designated re-
search positions

¢ Some states recognize a need for office and lab
space for graduate and postdoctoral students,
while others do not

¢ Some states determine need based upon the num-
ber of faculty alone while others have a method-
ology which recognizes a different level of need
for each type of staff (e g, faculty, academic ad-
mimstration, clerical, ete )

Exhibit 3 4 shows the demand umts (usually em-
ployee positions) used to determine office space
needs among the surveyed states, and Exhibit 3 5
shows the demand units used to determine research
laboratory needs among the surveyed states

a Adjustments have also been made for Qhio  Although they
count both daytime and evening enrgllments, different stan-
dards are apphed Therefore, we used Chio’s daytime stan-
dards, adjustad to 24 hour enrollments to be consistent with
our analysis of other states

313 Space Standards Issues

The facility budgeting standards/guidelines in all
the surveyed states have been designed to ensure
mathematical consistency with the enrollment and
staff data upon which the calculations are based
For example

» If evening enrollments and classes are omitted
from the enrollment data base, the room hours
per week are likely to be lower (e g , based on an
800am to500p m day for classrooms).

¢ If an annual FTE enrollment 1s used, all space
standards are based on the same time frame to
maintain mathematical consistency

o If a different definition of enrollments 1s utilized,
a different and consistent set of standards and
guidelines are also utilized

3.2 Need for Normalization

We found that each of the states had developed in-

ternally consistent standards/guidelines based upon

its unique

* policies governing programs and activities for
which the state will provide facilities,

¢ policies governing date definitions, and

e methodologres which, based upon program and
data definition policies, accurately determine the
state’s higher education facility needs

Because states have designed standards and guide-
lines to be consistent with unique policies, defini-
tions and methodologtes, 1t 15 essential that a nor-
malization process be utilized to establish compara-
bility

3.3 Establishment of Prototype
Higher Education Systems

In addition to major differences among the states 1n
their policies, data defimitions and methodologies
for determining facility needs, we also found that
major differences existed in higher education pro-
grams For example
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EXHIBIT 3 4

State

California
Community Colleges

Calforma State Unuversity
Universrty of California

Colorado
Florida
Universities
Community Colleges
Kangsas

Maryland

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New York

Ohio
Commumty Colleges
Univeraities

Oklahoma

Ontario

Oregon

Tenneasee

Utah

Virginia

Washington
Commurnuty Colleges

Wisconsin
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Demand Unit Comparisons, Office Space

Demand Umts Used as Basis to Determune Office Spacs Needs

All state-funded FTE instructional staff

All state-funded FTE faculty

All state-funded FTE academuc staff  All state-funded graduate students
AllFTE faculty Allgraduate assistants  All secretanal/clerical staff

FTE enrollment, not positions

AN FTE positions requiring office space

Allacademic staff  Allgraduate students. Postdoctoral students, if teaching

All acadermic staff  All graduate asmstants  All other doctoral students

All academic staff. All graduate assistants.  All doctoral students,  All postdoctoral students
All emanius faculty

Allexecutives Allfaculty  All non-faculty professional  All clericaltechmeal staff
All graduate assistants.

All academic staff, All postdoctoral students

All academuc staff  All graduate assistants

All academuc staif
All academic staff All graduate assistants

FTE enrollments

AUFTE faculty All non-academuc staff (except techrucians) All graduate students
Allacademic staff  All teaching assiatants  All other doctoral students

Based on FTE enrollments

All staff authonzed to have office space

Al FTE faculty

FTE faculty based on enrollment/faculty ratio caleulation

Allacademuc staff  All graduate assistants  All postdoctoral students  All emeritus faculty
Alladmimstrative staff  Allsupport staff  All classified staff



EXHIBIT 35 Demand Unit Comparisons, Research Laboratory

State

California
University of Califormia
Califormia State University

Colorado

Florida

Kansas

Maryland

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersoy

New York

Ohio

Okiahoma

Ontario

Oregon

Tennessee

Utah

Virginia

Wisconsin

Demand Units Used as Basis to Determine Research Laboratorv Needs

All state-funded FTE academic staff  All graduate students
All graduate students.

Allfaculty All graduate students

Al FTE research faculty All FTE graduate students

All FTE research faculty All FTE graduate students

All FTE faculty in an academic department with a master’s or a doctoral program or who are as
signed full time research loads All FTE graduate students

Adjusted headcount faculty positions  Adjusted headcount graduate students Adjusted headeount
postdactoral fellows

AllFTE research faculty All FTE graduats students

No ressarch lab standarde/guidelines

No research lab standards/mudelines

Percent of headeount faculty requiring research space ata giventime  Percent of graduate students
requiring research space at a given time

No research lab standarde/gmdelines.

AUFTE faculty Non-faculty researchers Graduate students

AN FTE faculty All graduate assistants 33 percent of all other doctoral students

No research izb standards

AN FTE faculties

Al FTE faculty engaged 1n reasarch Graduste students

FTE faculty engaged in funded or unfunded research  Graduate students conducting funded or un-
funded research Doctoral degree candidates. Postdoctoral studenta conducting funded rasearch
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¢ Some community college systems do not offer sig-
nificant numbers of vocational education pro-
grams while others emphasize vocational educa-
tion and training

¢ Program emphasis varies widely For example,
some university systems have large science and
engineering programs while others have larger
humanities and education programs

¢ Some university systems have larger research
programs than others

» Some systems recognize extension programs as a
viable part of their mission while others do not,

Thus, the first major normalization methodology
that we faced was “how can the differences in plan-
ning factors due strictly to the enrollment mix and
program mix differences among the states be elimi-
nated®”

The method we chose was to create three prototype
state higher education systems

(1) A prototype community college system
(2) A prototype state university system
(3) A prototype research university system

By applying each state’ facility budgeting method-
ologies to each of the three prototype systems we
could produce normalized data about the standards
and guidelines in each state which were free from
differences due to program or enrollment mixes
Thus, the normalized standards and gudelines for
the selected states would be comparable within each
prototype system They would not be comparable
across prototype systems because of program and
enrollment profile differences among the three sys-
tems

It is important for the reader to be aware that a dif-
ferent set of normalized data would result if the pro-
gram and enrollment profiles of the prototype sys-
tems were altered For the purposes of comparing
California’ systems to other states, we specifically
designed the profiles of the three prototype systems
to be similar, but not identieal, to their California
counterparts In addition, we added certain data
elements to the prototype systems (e g, contract
and grant faculty positions) to accommodate aspects
of the other states’ formulas

36

3.4 Description of Prototype Systems

Assumptions about each of the three prototype sys-
tems were dictated by the different policies, data
definitions, and methodologies employed by the sur-
veyed states For example, if a state excludes even-
ing enrollments, we had to establish a daytime-
/evening enrollment mix for the prototype Thus, 1n
deriving the assumed profile of each of the three
prototype systems we had to first, carefully study
the facilities budgeting techniques of each of the
surveyed states and the Canadian province We
then designed a profile that would accommodate
each state’s methodology Exhibits 36, 37 and 3 8
present the profiles of the three prototype systems

3.5 Units of Comparison

Another normalization methodology issue that had
to be resolved was the number and level of detail at
which normalized data would be derived and pre-
gented At one end of the spectrum we could, for ex-
ample, derive a set of normalized teaching lab
ASF/Weekly Student Contact Hours (WsCH) for each
of the 17 survey states, each of the three prototype
systems, each student level (4 for the university
prototypes), and each of up to 30 discipline categor-
ies This would yield up to 4,590 comparable num-
bers for just the teaching laboratory category
(17x30 for community colleges plus 17x2x4x30 for
the other two prototypes)

At the other end of the spectrum we could, utilizing
the prototype system profiles, derive a normalized
teaching lab ASF/WSCH for each state for each proto-
type system and or each student level which would
yield 153 comparisons We chose to present our nor-
malized comparisons at this level, but at the same
time, provide enough information in the report so
that the reader could derive normalized compar:-
gons at & discipline level if he or she so desires

Exhibt 3 9 presents the units of comparison that we
chose for each of the four categories of space and
prototype higher education systems

3.6 Methodological Steps in Normalizing

Having established the profiles of the three proto-



EXHIBIT 36

1

2

b Detail does not add to total due to rounding

Number of Districts 70

Definition of Full-Time Equivalent Enrollments  Lower Divasion - 15 student credit houra per semester

Prototype -- Communuty College System Profile

Full-time equivalent enrollmenta by term (includes all credit enroilments except correspondence and public televiaion courses)
Spring Semester 587,464

Fall Semoster: 675,900

Summer Term 202,138

Total 1,465,502

Fall Enrollments By District.
Dstnet FIE  Dutnct FTE Distret FTE  Distriet FTE  Distnict FTE  Distnict FTE  Distnict FTE
1 430 11 2,130 21 4,370 31 5,610 41 9,340 51 12,480 61 15,380
2 660 12 2,800 22 4,390 32 6,360 42 9 360 52 12,700 62 15,860
3 800 13 3,080 23 4,490 33 6,800 43 9,360 53 12,740 63 16,900
4 1,040 14 3,360 24 4.680 34 7,160 44 9,500 54 12,830 64 21,060
5 1,120 15 3910 25 4.840 35 7370 45 10,300 56 12,950 65 21,620
6 1,300 16 3,870 26 4870 36 17,730 46 11,010 56 13,120 66 22,850
T 1,650 17 4,060 21 5.030 37 8,090 47 11,060 87 13,350 67 25460
8 2,080 18 4,080 28 5,190 38 8,490 48 11,430 58 14,240 68 27,520
9 2,320 19 4,210 29 5460 39 8,740 49 11,940 59 14,370 69 30,820
10 2,400 20 4,330 30 5,480 40 8,980 50 11980 60 14,740 70 65,300
Total 675,900
Daytune Versus Evening wscH, Daytime- 60% Evening - 40%
Education and General FTE Faculty 28,713
Academic Adoumstrative and Support Staff: 2,871
Percentage of Enrgllments By Dhacipline
Proportion Proportien Proportion
Dusciphne of Students Discipling of Students Dhscipline of Students
Agniculture 09% Electricity 07% Millwork 07%
Aur Conditioning 03 Engineenng 04 Pamnting 07
Architacture 0Qe Fine and Apphed Arts 73 Physical Sciences 35
Auto-Body and Fender 11 Foreign Language 23 Plastering 07
Auto-Mechanic 11 Glazing 07 Plastics oo"
Auto-Technology 11 Graphic Arts 73 Plumb:ng 017
Aviation Maintenance 05 Health Services a8 Psychology 24
Biological Sciences 30 Heavy Equpment 03 Public Affairs and Services 2.2
Busmess and Management 88 Home Economics 24 Refrigeration 0.3
Carpentry 07 Interdisciphnary 78 Roofing 07
Commarcial Services 14 Letters 68 Small Engine Repeir 13
Communications 07 Library Science 0o Social Sciences 64
Computer & Information Sciance 35 Machine Tools 11 Stationary Engineering 03
Desel 03 Masonry 07 Welding 11
Dry-Wall 07 Mathematics 53 _—
Education 79 Metal Trades 11 Total 100 00%b

Lesathan 1 percent,
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EXHIBIT 37 Prototype -- State Unersity System Profile

1

Number of [zstitutions: 19

Defimition of Full-Tune Equivalent Enrollment Lower Division 15 student credit hours per semester

Upper Division 15 student credit hours per semester

Graduate | 15 student credit hours per semester

Full-ume squvalent enrollmenta by term and student level (mecludes all eredit enrollments except correapondence and publie

? television courses)
Student Level Fall
Lowsr 89,084
Upper 133,626
Graduate 1 36,256
Total 258,966
4 Fall Enrollments by Institution
Campus FTE Campus FTE
1 3,500 5 5,726
2 3,850 8 7,200
3 4.500 7 9,150
4 5,540 8 13,600

5 Distnbution of Daytime veraus Evemng Enrollmenta

Level
Lower
Upper

Graduate 1

6 Education and General FTE Faculty

T FTE Graduate Assistants 1,160

Academic Term
Spring Summer

B5,690 30,329
128,534 45,493
34,874 14,443
249,098 90,265

Campus FTE

) 13,700

10 15,100

11 15,100

12, 15,200

Percent of Enrollmsnts
Daytima Evening

85 15

85 15

80 20

Total Annual
206,103
307,663
85,572
598,328
Campuy FTE Campus  ETE
13 17,700 17 21,200
14 18,800 18 23,600
15 19,300 19 26,600
16 19,600 Total 258,965
Total
100
100
100
Graduate1 3,431 Total 14,060

Lower Division 4,252 Upper Division 6,377

8 Academtc Admunistrative and Support Staff 2,850

9 Contract and Grant Staff

10

11

Paculty 583

Support 58

Other academic related persons provided office space (e g , Emeritus Faculty) 56

be distributed among the disciphine categories in the foliowing percentages

Agriculture

Anthropology

Architecture

Area Studies

Art

Biological Seience

Broadcast Communication Arts
Business Adm, and Economics

Communications

38

12%
12
6
6
24
39
5
175
17

Disciphine
Computer Science
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Foreign Languages
(Geography
Health Professiona
Health Science

Home Economics

26%
64
54
43
26
14
37

15

Graduate Assistants. 100

Humamties, General
Industrial Arts
Journaliam
Mathematics

FPhysical Science
Psychology

Public Adminstration
Social Sciences, General
Total

Dhseiphne Mix  The enrollments in the prototype state umversity system for lower, upper and graduate students are assumed to

10 7%
10

6

55
54
41
24
127
100 00%



EXHIBIT 38 Prototype -- Research Universily System Profile

1

Number of Ingtitutions 8

2 Defimtion of Full-Time Equvalent Enrollment.

Lower Division 16 student credit hours per semester
Upper Division 15 student credit hours per semester
Graduate 1 12 student credit hours per semester
Graduete 2 12 student credit hours per semester

3 Full-ime equivalent enrollments by term and student level (ineludes all credit enrollments except correspondence and public

10

11

12

13

television courses)

Student Level
Lower
Upper
Graduate 1
Graduate 2
Total

Academic Term
Fall Spring Summer
44,594 41919 14,380
66,891 62,878 21,670
17,655 18,696 8,508
8,815 8,286 4,447
137,965 129,679 49,306

[nstitutional Fall FTE Enrollments
1 28,175 2- 18,373 313988 4 31482 § 6,101 6 15043 7 16,098

Dastnbution of Daytime Versus Evening Enrollments

Percent of Enrollmenta

Lovel Daytims
Lower 90
Upper 86

Total Annual
100,893
161,339

43,159
21,548
316,939

B 8,695  Total 137,956

Percent of Enrollmenta

Evemng Total Level Daytime Evemung Total
10 100 Graduate 1 90 10 100
15 100 Graduate 2 100 - 100

State Funded FTE Faculty Lower Division. 2,466 Upper Division 3,685 Graduatel 1,240 Graduate2 220 Total 7,600

State Funded FTE Graduate Assistants Teaching Asmistants 2,460 Research Assistants 810

State Funded Academic Administrative and Support Staff 6,600

State Funded Rasearch Technicians 720

State Funded Post Doctoral Fellows 0

Contract and Grant Poaitions

Facolty 360 Graduate Asmstenta 170 PostDoctoraiFellows 1,700 Techmicians 750 Clerical 400

Other Academic Related Persons Provided Office Space 500

Percent of Education and General Faculty Tume Spent on Research 30%
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EXHIBIT 38

(continued)

14 Discaphne Mix The enrollments, by level, and research staff1n the prototype Research University System are assumed to be dig-
tributed emong the discapline categories as follows.

Dhsaphne
Admimstrative Sciences

Agricultural Biological Science

Agnicultural Economics

Agncultural Sciences, General

Anthropology

Percent of Enrollments

Rasearch
Staff®

Lower Upper Graduste
09 20 87 28
03 12 09 13
01 08 05 07
06 21 44 67

25 20 17 17

Architecture (Environmental Designy 03 12 28 15

Arts, Performing

Arts, Vigual

Bioiegical Sciences
Computer Science
Education

Engineering Science
Enmneering, Agricultural
Engingering, Chemical

Foreign Languages

44 52 34 48
30 29 15 26
62 73 53 70
07 07 04 07
02 16 178 21
29 96 147 93
00 01 01 01
00 02 06 03
78 296 29 g2

a Includes both facuity and other professional research staff

16 Contact hours per FTE student are asgsumed to be as follows®

D

40

ne

Administration

Agricultural Biological Seience

Agnicultural Economucs
Agnicultural Science
Anthropology

Architecture (Envimmtal Design)

Artg, Performing

Arts, Visual

Biological Sciences
Computer Science
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineening, Agricultural
Engineering, Chercal
Foreign Languagss

_ Cleggrooms  _Teaching labs
W UD ¢ Lb UD g

146145133 63 53 30
109116 27136120 50
146145133 63 53 20
112116 26132119 50
128131 82 81 65 20
103 99 84173168120
103 99 84173168120
103 99 84173168120
105115 28140121 50
121136 93 91 30 00
139142128147144 10
87120 35181 60 20
87120 35181 60 20
107124 32143 80 30
189150150 00 0.0 00

Duciphine
Geography
Journalism
Law
Latters
Library Sciences
Mathsmatics
Psychology
Social Ecology
Soc1al Saaences, General
Social Welfare
Studies, Applied Behavioral
Studies, Environmental

Studzes, Interdiaciplinary

Total

Dsophins

Geography

Journahsm

Law

Letters

Library Sciances
Mathematical Sciences
Physical Selenca
Psychology

Social Ecology

Social Sciences, General
Social Walfare

Studies, Applied Behav
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environ
Studies, Interdisciphinary

Percent of Enroliments

Rasearch
Lower Upper Graduate Staf®

11 10 06 08
00 01 03 01
00 03 990 16
198 120 66 124
01 01 13 03
130 41 32 65
490 81 21 38
64 09 03 06
156 264 91 129
00 01 16 04
03 04 02 02
01 04 02 03
03 18 01 12

1000 1000 1000 1000

Clasaroums Toaching labe
Lp w g

W D g ab
138137 82 63 54 20
139142126147144 30
139142128147144 30
189150150 00 00 00
139142128147144 30
164152150 00 00 00
126128 28104 99 50
128131 82 81 65 20
128131 82 81 65 20
150146135 21 08 10
150146135 21 08 10
139142128147144 10
189150150 00 00 00
105115 28140121 50
160146135 21 08 10

a Contact hour distribution between elassrooms and teaching labs 19 based on formula assumptions in space standards applying

to the University of Calformia

b The University of Cahiforma standards include no ellowance for graduate level teaching lab hours The estimated contact
houra per graduate FTE are included to normalize other states which do include such courses



EXHIBIT 39 Unts of Measurement for Comparisons of Normalized Data Among States

Prototype System Classrooms
Community Colleges ASF/WSCH
State Umiveraity System ASF/WSCH
Research University System ASF/FTE
Student

type systems (Exhibits 3 6,3 7 and 3 8) and the umts
of measurement for normalization (Exhibit 3 9), we
then followed the procedures below 1n deriving com-
parable data

Step! For classrooms and teaching labs we de-
rived, utilizing the appropriate prototype profile
data,a “Base Factor” (e g , Square Feet/Weekly Stu-
dent Contact Hours), where “Base Factor” 1s defined
as the result of applying a state's formula to the
proto-type institution without adjustments for dif-
ferent ways of counting demand units (e g , enroll-
ments)

This step invoived the crosswalk of discipline-re-
lated data from each state's profile of discipline
categories to the discipline categories of each of the
prototype systems Because of the wide range of dis-
cipline categories employed by the different states,
ranging from none to over a hundred, we were often
forced to exercise our professional judgment in mak-
ing the crosswalks While we know that other pro-
fessionals might differ with us on some of the cross-
walks, we believe that, because of the large number
of disciplines involved, the impact on the final re-
sults would be insignificant

Step2 We then calculated the necessary adjust-
ments to each state’s "Base Factor” to account for
differences in demand unit definitions and counting
policies We calculated adjustments to allow for dif-
ferences in enrollment counting periods and exelu-
s10n of evening enrollments

Step3 We combined all of the adjustments to pro-
duce a comparable "Normalized Factor” unit for
each state

Teaching Labs Research Labs Academue Offices
ASF/WSCH Total Office ASF
ASF/WSCH Total Office ASF

ASF/FTE Total Research Total Cffice
Student Lab ASF ASF

3.7 Description of Normalization Base

To the extent possible, we normalized the stan-
dards/guidelines to California’s current methods of
applying them Thus, we adjusted the stan-
dards/guidelines of other states to reflect the use of

e Academic Year average enrollments,

e ASF/WSCH for the Community Colleges and State
University System classrooms and teaching labo-
ratories,

& ASF/FTE student for the Research University Sys-
tems for classrooms and teaching laboratories,
and

¢ The use of daytime plus evening enrollments

3.8 Calculation of Adjustments

The calculation of adjustments made to the “Base
Factors™ of other states was based on the following
mathematical concepts

1 Basic Equation
UisF, = ASFi
Where 1 = Space Category (e , Classroom, Teaching Lab)

U, = Demand Umis

F, = Space Factor (ASF/Demand Umt)

ASF, = Total ASF of space needed

2 Example Assume
i = Classrooms
U, = 5,000 wSCH
F, = 65 ASF/WSCH

Then (5,000)(.65) = 3,250 classroom
ASF needed
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3 Applying the above equation we used the respec-
tive prototype system as the basis for adjusting
other states’ standards to the California norm as
illustrated in the following example

State Unwersity System Prototype

California Norm Uses Academic Year Average

Lower Division Enrollment: 87,387
Other State Uses Fall Lower Division
Enrollment 89,084

Other State Calculation 89,084 F, = ASF,

If the other state had to utilize an Academic Year
enrollment 1nstead of fall, 1its F, would have to
change to F’ to generate the same amount of space
as its current formula F,' can be calculated by con-
sidering the following two simultaneous equations

89,084 F, = ASF,
87,387 F,'= ASF,

Solving for F,© 87,387F = 89,084 F,
F, = 89,084 F,
87,387
F; =102F,
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Thus, in this case, the other states ASF/WSCH for
classrooms would have to be increased by 2 percent
to adjust for the fact that the other state uses a fall
rather than an academic year average enrollment

We utilized the above mathematical concept in ad-
justing for all enrollment counting periods and defi-
nitions among the states For ease of understand-
ing the results of these calculations, the following
adjustment rules apply

1 If the other state utilizes a higher enrollment
counting norm or definition than the norm (e g,
fall versus academic year average enrollment),
the other state’s "Base Factor” must be adjusted
upwards

2 TIf the other state utilizes a lower enrollment
counting or definition than the norm (e g., a 12-
month average versus an academic year average
enrollment), the other state’s “Base Factor” must
be adjusted downward

Appendix A at the end of this report presents a de-
tailed explanation of the calculation of adjustment
factors for enrollment counting differences and day-
time/everung enrollments



4

All states having space standards/guidelines report-
ed using them for classrooms This wider use 13 due
to the fact that classroom standards tend to be less
complex than the standards for other types of space,
such as teaching and research laboratories

4.1 The Classroom Formula

All of the 18 states 1n our on-site survey utilized one
of the following similar classroom formulas to de-
rive their classroom standards/guidelines

Forrmaula A 588 = ASF
(WRH) (SOR) WSCH
Formula B WSCH 583 = ASF
FTE (WRH)XBOR) FTE
Wherse

5588 = Student Station Size (ASF per station)

WRH = Weekly Room Hours {Hours clasarooms
are agsumad to be used)

SOR = Station Occupancy Rate (Percent of
stations assumed to be occupled when
clasaroom 1s used}

ASF = Assignable Square Feet

WSCH = Weekly Student Contact Hour (An hour
of scheduled student instruction}

FTE = Full-Time Equvalent Student

4.2 Variations in Formula
Standards/Guidelines

Although all of the surveyed states utilized a sim-
lar classroom formula, many of them varied the val-
ues of the standards n the formula to recogmze
unique situations in their states These unique sit-
uations included 1tems such as

Standards/Guidelines for Classrooms

¢ different standards for different size institutions

e different standards for daytime versus evening
enrollments

» different standard- for different levels of instruc-
tion

¢ different standards for different discipline cate-
gories

The result of these varations 15 that extra steps had
to be taken to adjust the standards of some states
prior to making any comparisons

4.3 Classroom Standards/Guidelines
in the Surveyed States

Exhibit 4 1 shows the unadjusted classroom stan-
dards/guidelines utilized by the surveyed states
The reader 15 cautioned that the factors in Exhibit
41 are not comparable for several reasons 1nclud-
mng

¢ Some student station sizes (3SS) include elass-
room support space and some do not

¢ The different states multiply the resulting
ASF/WSCH by a wide range of enrollment counts,
including

- fall enrollments,
- academic year average enrollments,
- modified }2-month average enrollments,

- the sum of enrollments 1n all terms in a 12-
month period,

- daytime enrollments only, and/or
- daytime plus eveming enroliments

It is important to reiterate that all of the states ufi-
l1ze the same types of standards However, the val-
ue of the standards have been designed to fit the
unique program and operating policies, data defin-
tions and enrollment counting periods 1n each state
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EXHIBIT 41 Comparison of Unadyusted Standards/Guidelines for Classrooms Among the Surveyed

States
Classroom Standards

WRH SOR SS88 ASF/
State Ingtitution Size or Characteristic (Hours)  (Percent) (ASF)  WSCH
California Community Colleges 530 66 0 150 429
California State University 530 66 0 150 429

University of Califorma 530 660 150 429

Colorado 300 670 150 746
Florida Commumty Colleges <2,500 enrollments 58 5 5560 250 777
>2,500 enrollments 58 5 60 0 250 712

Umveraities 585 60 0 220 627

Kansas 300 800 150 833
Maryland: Univeraities <3,000 FrE enrollments 300 600 1786 @78
3,000-6,000 rFTE enrollments 300 650 176 903

>6,000 FrE enrollmenta 300 700 176 838

Comrmunity Colleges 1,000 FrE enrollments 300 600 163 206

1,000-2,499 FTE enrollments 310 625 163 841

2,500-4,999 rtE enrollments 320 625 163 815

25,000 Fre enrollments 330 650 163 780

Nebraska 300 660 160 821
New Hampshire 300 600 160 889
New Jersey 340 700 160 672
New York CUNY Typieal Classroom 300 600 160 889
Large Lecture Halla 200 600 120 667

Ohio Techmical Colleges alb 670 180 852
Community Colleges 315 670 170 806

Universities 315 670 150 T11

Oklahomad <1,000 enrollments 540 80.0 160 370
1,000-2,999 anrollments 570 800 160 351

23,000 enrollments 600 800 160 333

Oregon 330 600 150 758
Tennessee 300 870 150 746
Utab Unuiversity 340 670 160 706
Masters Degree/Four-Year Institutions 340 670 166 728

Commumty Colleges 340 870 170 750

Virginua Two Year Institutions =<1,000 enrollment 300 625 160 853
1,000-2,499 enrollmant. 310 650 160 794

22,500 enrollment 3240 65 0 150 721

Comprehensive Colleges <2,500 enrollment 300 625 160 853

>2,500 enrollment 310 a0 o 150 806

Doctoral Granting Institutions 300 600 1560 833

Washington Community Colleges (Academic) <1,000 enrcliment NA NA NA 794
>1,000 enrgliment 330 700 180 779

Community Colleges (Voc Ed)  <1,000 enrcllment NA NA NA 811

>1,000 enrollment 330 a0 180 779

Wisconsin 300 670 160 796
Ontario 300 620 150 806

a Unmvermty of Balumore 18 calculated on the basis of evening enroliments only using a Wi of 20 per week
b Factors bazed on three term sum of student wsCH
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4.4 Normalized Classroom Standards
in the Surveyed States

Exhibits 42, 43 and 4 4 present the normalized
classroom space factors for each state based upon
the profile of each prototype system

Neormalized factors include allowances for support
storage space. It needs to be emphasized again that
the comparisons in Exhibits 4 2, 4 3 and 4 4 would
be significantly different for a sigmificantly differ-
ent prototype university system Thus, readers in

states other than California should be extremely
careful 1n drawing conclusions about the relative
rank of the standards/guidelines in their states
from the exhibits

Information for California is presented 1n bold type
at the bottom of each exhibit Mean and median
averages have been calculated for all states’ factors
excluding California  This information 1s found just
above the results for California on each page Fi-
nally, we have listed the ranking for Californis to
show where the State’s normalized space factor falls

EXHIBIT 42 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Community Colleges
Student Leve! Lower Division

Basa
State Factor®
Colorado 746
Florida 712
Kansas N/A
Maryland 767
Nabraska N/A
Neow Hampshira N/A
New Jersey 672
Ohig B24
Oklahoma N/A
QOntano, Canada N/A
Oregon N/A
Tennessee 746
Utah 780
Vira 727
Washington 783
Wisconsin 796
Mean (Excluding Califorma)
Median (Excluding Califorma)
California 429

ASF/WSCH
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting vs Evening Normalized

Period® Enorollments® Factor
t 2981 448
{093) 619
056 307) 515
672
058 (330) 552
052 (298 500
053 803
727
0B84 (312 555
056 852
624
555

Rank

429 11/11

a  The weighted average ASF/WSCH taken from the appropriate sxhibits in Volume II

b Denved by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A

N/A = Not appiicable exther because state hes no communuity colleges or, 1if it does, no communmty college standards/ guidelines sxist
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EXHIBIT 431 Comparison of ASF'WSCH for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Siate University System
Student Level Lower Divtsion

Base
State Factore
Colarado 746
Florida 627
Kansas 833
Maryland 843
Nebraska 821
New Hampshire 889
New Jersey 672
Ohio 7Ll
Qklahoma 333
Ontario, Canada 806
Oregon 758
Tennessee 746
Utah 728
Virginia 806
Wisconsin 796
Mean (Excluding California)
Median {Excluding California)
California 462

ASF/WSCH
Increase {Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting vg Evening Normalized

Period® Eurollments® Factor
(112) 634
1 076) 551
016 849
016 ( 126} 733
016 B37
oL7 906
672
014 (107) 618
434 767
(121) 685
014 772
014 (112) 648
014 T42
BO&
015 Bl11
736
737

Rank

482 18/18

8 The weighted average asF/wsCH taken from the appropriate extubits in Volume 11

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A

in relation to other states The state whose normal-
1zed space factor would generate the most ASF would
be ranked 1/11, for example, while the state whose
normalized space factor would generate the least
ASF would be ranked 11/11

4.5 Summary of Findings About
Classroom Standards/Guidelines

All states which use standards or guidelines for
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classrooms apply a similar formula to determine
space needs based on four assumptions or objectives

1 The number of hours per week the classrooms
are assumed to be available for scheduled in-
struction Most states assume 45 hours, the pe-
riod of 8 am to 5 pm In California, the as-
sumption 18 70 hours per week, or 8 am to 10
pm

2 The percent of time the classrooms are expected
to be scheduled This normally ranges from 67
to 75 percent This percent 1s applied to the



EXHIBIT 432 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System State University System
Student Level Upper Dwision

Base
State Factore
Colorado 746
Flonda 627
Kansas 833
Maryland 843
Nebraska 821
New Hampshire 889
New Jersey 672
Ohwo 711
Oklahoma 333
Ontario, Canada 806
QOroegon 758
Tennessee 746
Utah 728
Virginia 806
Wisconsin 796
Mean (Excluding Califormia)
Median (Excluding Califorma)
California 407

ASF/WSCH
Increase (Decreasa)
Dus To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting vg Evening Normahzed

Periedb Enrollments? Factor
{112 634
(076) 551
016 849
016 (126) 733
016 837
017 906
672
014 (107 618
434 767
(121) 685
014 T2
014 (112) 648
014 742
806
015 811
735
737

Rank

467 16/18

a The weighted average A5/wscH taken from the appropriate exhubits in Volums I1

b Derived by applying the appropriats percentage adjustment from Appendix A

hours rooms are assumed to be available, [tem 1
above, to calculate Weekly Room Hours (WRH)

3 The percent of time that student stations 1n the
classroom are expected or assumed to be occu-
pied (Station Occupancy Rate or "SOR”) Our
survey indicates that 60 to 70 percent is the nor-
mal range.

4 The average student station size (558) This 18
usually 15 to 18 square feet and includes allow-
ances for the instructor, circulation space, ete

Station si1ze 15 based on averages of room sizes,
assumptions as to methods of teaching, ete

Once these assumptions or objectives are deter-
mined, a space factor 18 calculated and applied to
projected enroliments 1n order to estimate space re-
quirements Most states reported using fall enroll-
ments as their base for estimating space need Cali-
fornie uses an academic year average which nor-
mally is lower than fall term figures

The assumptions in the California standards do not
vary by type or size of institution The standards/
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EXHIBIT 433 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System State University System
Student Level Graduale I

Bease
State Factor=
Colorado 746
Florida 627
Kansas 833
Maryland 843
Nebraska 821
New Hampshire 889
New Jersey 672
Ohio Tt1
Oklahoma 333
Ontario, Canada 806
Orsgon 768
Tennesaee 746
Utah 728
Virginia 806
Wisconsin 796
Mean (Excluding Califorraa)
Median (Excluding California)
California 467

ASF/WSCH
Incrense (Decrease)
Due Te
Enrollment Deaytime
Counting va Evening Normahzed

Pertod® Enrollmentsb Factor
(112 634

(062) 565
016 849
016 (169) 690
016 837
017 906
672

014 (142) 583
468 801
(161) 645

014 772
014 (149 61t
014 T42
806

015 811
728

7186

Rank
467 16/16

a. The weighted average ASF/WSCH taken from the appropriate exhibits 1n Volume I1

b, Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A

guidelines used by seven states, (Florida, Maryland,
Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, Virginia and Washington)
differentiate in their utilization or station size as-
sumptions by either type or size of institution

California’s space standards produce the smallest
amount of square feet per FTE student or Weekly
Student Contact Hour of any of the states for any of

48

the types of institutions surveyed This 18 due to
two factors First, the assumed room use (WRH) 1s
substantially higher in Califormia, 53 hours per
week compared to the 30 to 35 hours assumed in
most other states Second, the average student sta-
tion size (SSS) 1n California i1s smaller Califorma
allows 15 ASF while the norm ranges from 15 to 18
ASF



EXHIBIT 441 Comparison of ASFIFTE for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research Unwersity System
Student Level Lower Division

Stats

Colorado
Florida

Kansas
Maryland
Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Ohio

Oklahome
Ontarw, Canada
Cregon
Tennessea

Utah

Virginia

Wisconain

Mean (Excluding Califorma)
Median (Ezcluding Califormua)

California

Bage
Factor®

10 98
922
1227
1242
1208
1308
989
10 46
491
1187
11156
1098
10 38
1227
1172

8673

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enroliment Daytime
Counting vs Evenmng
Perodb Earollments®
110}
(1 16}
38
39 {124}
37
41
32 (105)
6 54
(119)
35
34 (110}
a2
36

a The weighted average ASF/FTE taken from the appropriate exhibits in Volume I1

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A

Normalized
Factor

988
806
12 65
11 57
12 45
13 49
9 B9
973
11 45
10 68
11 50
1022
1070
1227
1208
111
1107

873

16/148
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EXHIBIT 442 Comparison of ASFIFTE for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research University System
Student Level Upper Dwnsion

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrense)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Base Counting va Evenung Normalized
State Factor® Perigd® Enrollmentst Factor
Colorado 998 (1 50) 848
Flornda 839 (106 733
Kansas 1115 34 1149
Maryland 1129 35 (169) 9 96
Nebraska 1698 ad 1132
New Hampshire 11 8¢ 37 1226
New Jersey 889 899
Ohio 251 29 (143 837
Oklahoma 4 46 5984 10 40
Ontario, Canada 1079 (162) 917
Oragon 1013 54 10 44
Tennessee 998 31 (150 879
Utah 944 29 973
Virginia 1116 11 15
Wisconsin 1066 a3 1098
Mean (Excluding Califorma) 992
Meadian (Ezcinding Califermia) 984
Rank
California 6.16 6.16 18/18

a The weighted average aSF/FTE taken from the appropriate exhibits 1n Volume IT

b Denved by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendiz A
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EXHIBIT 443 Comparison of ASFIFTE for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research Universily System
Graduate 1

Student Level

State

Colorado
Flonda

Kansas
Maryland
Nebraska

New Hempshire
New Jersey
Ohwo

Oklahoma
Outano, Canada
QOragon
Tennessee

Utah

Virgmia
Wiaconsin

Mean (Excluding Califoriua)
Median (Excluding California)

Califorma

Base
Factora

6 B2
673
7 62
771
7560
812
614
649
306
737
692
6 82
6 45
762
727

4.23

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting vs Evening
Periodd Enrollments®
1 68)
(40
24
24 L7
23
25
20 (65
453
(74)
21
21 1 68)
20
22

a. The weighted average ASF/FTE taken from the appropriate exhibita in Voiume II

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendiz A

Normalized
Factor

614
533
7 86
718
773
837
614
604
7 58
€63
713
703
6 66
762
749
699
708

423

b
F

16/16
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EXHIBIT 444 Comparison of ASFIFTE for Classrooms Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research Unwersity System
Student Level Graduate 2

ASF/FIE
Increaas (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytume
Base Counting vs Evening Normalized
State Factore Periodb Enrollments® Factor
Colorado 682 6 82
Florida 573 11 584
Kanaas 762 24 7 86
Maryland T 24 795
Nebraska 750 23 773
New Hampshire 812 25 8 37
New Jersey 614 614
Ohuo 649 20 669
Oklzhoma 305 525 830
Omtarig, Canada 737 737
Oregon 692 21 713
Tennessee 682 21 703
Utah 6 45 20 6 66
Virginia 762 762
Wisconsin 727 22 749
Mean (Excluding Califormia) 727
Median (Excluding Cahfornia) 730
Rank

California 4.23 4.23 16/16

8 The weighted average AsF/FTE taken from the appropriete exhibits 1n Volume IT

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A
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5

Fifteen of the eighteen states surveyed during this
study have teaching laboratory standards for analy-
sis that exist in a form that can be compared to Cal1-
fornia's standards

5.1 The Teaching Labhoratory Formula

All of the 15 states which utilize teaching laborato-
ry standards/guidelines have adopted some form of
one of the following formulas (which are expressed
in the same general form as the classroom formulas
presented in Chapter 4)

Formula A 583 = ASF
(WRH) (SOR) WSCH
Formula B WSCH e__ 388 = ASF
FTE (WRHXSOR) FTE
Where
388 = Student Stataon Size (ASF per station)

WRH = Weekly Room Hours (Hours clasarooma are
agsumed to be used)

SOR = Statwon Qccupancy Rate (Percent of stations
assumsd to be occupied when classroom 18 usad)
ASF = Aasignable Square Feet
WSCH = Weekly Student Contact Hour (An hour of
scheduled student instruction)
FTE = Full-Time Equvalent Student
5.2 Variations in Formula

Standards/Guidelines

Unlike the standards/guidelines for classrooms, the
standards/guidelines for teaching laboratories tend
to be more complex in recognition of the wide range
of facility needs for laboratories, ranging from rela-
tively sumple needs in the social sciences to very
complex needs in engineering As a result, the
states have developed a wide range of approaches to

Standards/Guidelines

for Teaching Laboratories

the establishment of standarda/guidelines for teach-
ing laboratories. The approaches include

o different student station sizes for different disci-
pline groupings,

¢ different weekly room use hours by size of insti-
tution, and

» different student station sizes by level of 1nstitu-
tion

Just as 1n the case of classrooms, the above and oth-
er variations 1n approaches by the states require
that significant adjustments be made in most states’
teaching laboratory standards/guidelines to produce
comparable data

5.3 Unadjusted Teaching Laboratory
Standards/Guidelines
in the Surveyed States

Exhint 51 1 shows the unadjusted teaching lab
standards/guidelines utilized by the states survey-
ed The reader 18 cautioned that the factors in Ex-
hibit 5 1 1 are not comparable for the following rea-
sons including

e Some student station sizes (SSS) include support
space and some do not

¢ The different states multiply the resulting ASF/
WSCH by a wide range of enrollment counts, 1n-
cluding

- fall enrollment,

-- academic year average enrollments,

- modified 12 month average enrollments,

the sum of enrollments in all termsina 12-
month period,

-- daytime enrollments only, and/or

-- daytime plus evening enrollments
{text coninued on page 60)
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EXHIBIT 511

States
WRH S0R SS5  ASFK/ WRH SOR 5SS  ASF/
State {Hours) (Percent) (ASF) WSCH State tHours) (Percent) (ASF) WSCH
California Oklahoma 430 800 SeeEx 5113 a
Community Colleges 276 850 SeeEx 511 a
California State University Oregon
a.
Lower 97§ 850 SeeEx 519 a Lower 2290 800 SeeEx 5114 a
Upper 220 800 SeeEx 512 a Upper 160 750 SeeEx 5114 a
Univeraity of Califorma
Lower 2765 850 SecEx 513 a  lcnnessee
Upper 220 800 SeeEx 513 & Lower 2449 800 600 312
Colorado Upper and Graduate 180 800 600 417
Academuc Lahs 200 800 SeeEx 514 a Utah
Vocational Labs 300 B0O SeeEx 514 a Commumty College 240 800 650 339
Florida Masters Degree/Four-Year 240 800 66 0 339
Community Colleges Unwversity 249 80O 650 339
Academuc Labs .
< 2500 210 BOO SeeEx 515 a Virginia
> 2500 240 80O SeeEx 515 a Two-Year Institutions
Qccupational Lab Heavy Labs
VocTech College 360 630 SeeEx 515 a 0-999 250 725 1000 552
Non-VoecTech College 36 0 680 SeeEx515 a 1,000-2,499 270 750 1000 494
Universities 2,500 & Over 290 800 100 0 431
Lower 240 80,0 SeeEx.516 a Other Class Laboratories
Upper 200 800 SeeEx.516 a 0-999 250 725 450 248
Graduate 20.0 800 SeeEx 516 a 1,000-2,499 270 750 4560 222
Kansas 20.0 800 SeeBr.517 a 2,500 & Qver 290 800 450 194
Comprehenstve Colleges,
Maryland Liberal Arts Colleges and
Commurty Colleges Specialized [nstitutions
G002t M0 0 800 3 Hoavy Lebs
2500-4999 290 300 600 341 1,000-2,499 230 725 1009 600
> 5000 230 800 600 396 2,500 & Over 250 700 1000 571
U “ Other Class Labs
mversities
<3000 210 787 864 523 ;'Ooo":"gg ;3 g :‘;2 5 500 300
3001-6000 210 787 792 480 500 & Over 5 00 500 286
> 6000 FTE 219 787 120 436 Doctoral Granting Institutions
Heavy Labe 230 70 0 1000 6.21
Nebraska 200 650 SeeEx 518 a Other Class Laba 230 00 500 311
New Hampshire .
Lower 240 700 SeeEx 519 a ' oshingten
Upper 180 700 SeeEx 519 a Community Colleges
New J. 240 300 SeeEx 51 10 Sclence 270 80O 600 278
ew Jersey o Lx a Art and Music 270 800 600 278
New York (CUNY) 240 800 SeeEx 5111 a Skall Labs NA NA 600 NA
Ohio Wisconsin 240 800 5 372
Universities (Daytime) 2256 800 SesEx 5112 g ]
Community Colleges Not Available Ontario 180 750 SeeEx 5115 a

a Vares by discipline, level, institutional s1ze, or other factor
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EXHIBIT 512 Student Station Sizes (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs
Califormia Community Colleges

EXHIBIT 5.1 3 Student Station Size (ASF)
by Diwscipline and Level for Teaching Labs,
Califorma State Universily

Disciphne ASFa Student Station S1ze (ASF)®=
Agneultare 115 Disciphne Categorv Lower Upper
Air Condrtiomang 130 Agriculture 600 800
Architacture 60 Anthropology 425 450
Auto-Body & Fender 200 Architecture 68 0 827
Auto-Mechanie 200 Area Studies 300 300
Auto-Technology 75

Awiation Mauntenance 175 Art 650 650
Biological Seiences 55 Biwological Sciance 560 600
Business and Management 30 Broadecast Communication Arts oo 600
Carpentry 175 Business Admin & Economics 300 00
Commercial Services 50 Communicattons 00 300
Communications 50 Computer Sciance 490 4940
Computer & Information Science 40 Education - 400
Degel 200 Engineering, Other 800 1100
Dry-Wall 175 Fine Arts 600 200
Education 75 Foreign Languages 400 400
Electncity 175 Geography 425 450
f&ﬁl:z:ied e ;z Health Professions 400 500
Foreign Language 35 Health Science - 505
Glazing 176 Home Economics 600 600
Graphic Arts a0 Humanities, Genaral 400 400
Health Services 50 Industnal Arts 68 0 827
Heavy Equpment 200 Journalism 600 600
Home Economucs 60 Mathematica 300 300
Interdisciphnary €0 Phyaical Education 400 500
Letters 35 Physical Science 600 700
Labrary Science 35 Psychology 400 600
Machine Tools 90 Public Admumstration 300 30.0
Masonry 176 Social Sciences, General 300 300
Mathematica 35

Metal Trades 90

Mullwork 90 a Excludes support space

Painting 175

Physical Sciences 60

Plastenng 175

Plastics 130

Plumbing 175

Paychology 35

Public Affairs & Service 50

Refrigeration 130

Roofing 175

Small Engine Repair 100

Social Sciences 5

Stationary Engine 200

Welding 90

8 Includes support space
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EXHIBIT 514 Student Station Size (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,

Unwersity of Califorma

Dacioline Category

Adminigtration

Agnicultural Biclogical Science

Agricultural Economics
Agnicultural Science
Anthropology
Architecture

Artg, Performing

Arta, Visual

Biological Sciences
Computer Science
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineering, Agricultural
Engneering, Chermical
Foreign Languages
Geography

International Relations
Journaliem

Law

Letters

Library Sciences
Mathematical Scrence
Physical Science
Psychology

Social Ecology

Social Sciences, General
Social Welfare

Studies, Applied Behavior
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environmental
Studies, Interdisciplinary

a Excludes support space

56

Student Station Size (ASF)e
Lower Upper
33 33
58 60
33 33
60 60
43 45
40 66
65 66
65 66
55 60
45 56
40 40
a0 110
90 110
75 90
40 40
45 50
40 40
40 40
40 40
40 40
40 40
30 30
60 70
43 45
45 45
30 30
30 30
40 40
40 40
55 60
30 30

EXHIBIT 515 Student Station Sizes (ASF) by

Discipline

Agricultural Sciences
Agronomy
Souls
Soul Chemistry, Physical Microbiology
Field Crape, Weed Control
Animal Husbandry
Chemical Analysis
Feeding and Care, Meat Technology
Breeding, Physiology, Nutrition
Dairy Husbandry
Chemical Analysis
Feeding and Care, Milking Methods
Breeding, Physiology, Nutrition
Forestry and Range Management
AllLabs
Horticulture
General, Lawn Management
Flowers Arrangement, Taxonomy
Germunation and Propagation
Poultry Husbandry
Genetics
Nutrition, Physiwology

Arts and Crafts
Architecture
Elementary Design, Projections
Drawing and Randering
Furniture Design, Interiors
Advanced Design, Landscape
Commercial Arta
Introductory Advertising Design
Advanced Advertising Design
Fine Arts
Jewelry and Metalamith, Drawing, Design
Figure Drawing, Painting, Photography,
Cinematography
Sculpture, Ceramucs, Pottery, Crafts,
Three-dimensianal Applied Deaign,
Printmaking
Individual Studios
Graphics, Drafting
Engineering Drawing
Introductory Drafting, Design
Advenced Drafting, Graphica
Music
Ingtrumental and Choral Groups
Piano Laboratories

Biological Sciences
Anatomy and Histology
Histology, Developmental Anatomy
Microscopie Anatomy, Vertebrate
Morphology

a Includes support space

ASFe

512
576
576

496
99 2
620

520
1040
650

455
%0
1250
2600

1300
585

427
427
488
610

417
536

424
544
605
808
348
406

464

188
56 2

434

563
(containued)



Diacepiine and Level for Teaching Labs, Colorado

Dracipline
Gross Anatomy
All Graduate Lahoratories
Bacteriology
All Undergraduate Laboratories
All Graduate Laboratoriea
Biochemusiry
All Undergraduate
Al Graduate
Biological Science
General, Introductory
Biophysics
All Undergraduate
All Graduate
Botany
Elementary, Plant Anatomy, Taxonomy
Morphology, Mycology
Microtechnique, Plant Physiology
Pathology
All Greduate
Entomology
Elementary, [ntroductory
All Other Undergraduate
All Graduate
Genetics
Elementary
All Other Undergraduate
All Graduate
Microbiology
AllUndergraduate
All Graduate
Pathology
All Undergraduata
All Graduate
Physiology
Pharmacology, Chemical Physiology
Ezperimental, Ammal Physiclogy
Plant Pathology
Elementary, General
Al Othera Undergraduate
All Graduate
Zoology
Introductory, Elementary, Comparative
Anatomy, Phyaology
Vertebrate, Invertebrate, Cytology,
Embryology, Enzymology, Parasitology,
Histology, Merphology, Ormithelogy,
Ecology, Limnology, Taxonomy

Business
Accounting: General Accounting
Management Time and Motion Analysis
Secretarial
Typewriter, Calculator
Combined Typing and Shorthand

ABF=
74 4
744

594
792

620
T44

434

558
T4.4

43.8
562
562
75.0
75.0

434
55.8
T4.4
45 5
55.8
T4.4

558
744

568
T4 4

5568
124 ¢

4556

558
744

420

540

250
460

280

W6

Disqaphing

Statistica
Elementary
Intermediate, Advanced

Engineering Sciences
Aeronautical All Laboratories
Agricultural

Electricity

Sol and Water

Structures

Farm Metal Work, Shop Work

Farm Machinery, Equipment
Chemical

Instrumentation

Physical Chemustry

Unit Operations
Civil

Photogrammetry, Surveying

Soils

Hydreulics, Concrete

Strength of Materials
Electrical

Measurements, Control systems

Electronics

Circuits

Machines, Power Engineering
Geophysical

Electrcity, Magnetiam

Crrcuitry, Electromes

Seismology

Progpecting, Woll Logging
Industrial Processes, Time and Motion
Meachameal

Machine Shop, Machines

Mechameal, Thermodynamacs

Manufacturing Processes
Maetallurgical

Microscopy

Physical Metallurgy

Spectrography
Mining Umt Operations, Production
Petroleum

Refining Processes

Ut Operations, Production

Home Economics

Clothing and Textiles
Materials
Textile Chemustry
Pattern Making, Sawing
Deagn, Costuming

General Home Economica
All Lower Divigion
All Upger Dhvigion

ASFa

273
327

17T 0

531
708
100 3
1357
236 0

354
708
1770

590
708
1038
1770

631
631
8856
1475

531
631
690
1180
767

590
236 0
2360

47 2
B26
1416
1475

1180
1770

293
46 8
5217
527

508
635

{continued)
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EXHIBIT 51 5, continued

Diseapline
Famuly and Chud Development
All Lower Divimon
All Upper Division
Food and Nutrition
Taste Panel

Elementary Nutrition, Food Chemistry

Advanced Nutrnition
Food Preparation and Analysis

Physical Sciences
Astrogeophysics
All Lower Divigion
All Upper Division
All Graduate
Astronomy
All Lower
All Upper
All Graduate
Astrophysics
All Undergraduata
All Graduate
Atmospheric Science
All Lower
AllUpper
All Graduate
Chemustry
General, Elementary
Beginning Quantitative and
Quahtative
Beginming Organic
Advanced Quantitative and
Quahtative
Advanced Organic, Biochemistry
Physical Chemistry
All Greduate
Engineering Physics
All Lower Division
All Uppar Division
All Graduate
Geology
Elamentary, General
Crystallography, Mineralogy,
Paleontology
Stratigraphy, Petrology, Petrography
Mapping, Cartography, Lithology
All Graduate Laboratories
General Physical Ssience
General Subjecta
Meteorology
All Lower
All Upper
All Graduate

58

512
640

313
500
625
750

496
558
744

310
620
T44

620
744

496
620
T4 4

500

562
56 2

625
625
750
750

496
558
744

492

492
6156
615
738

434
49 6

620
744

Disciphne
Physice
General, Elementary
Intermediate, Electronics, Heat
Mechamcs, Optics
Atomic Physicas

Social Beiences
Anthropology-Archaeclogy
Lingwstics
Archeeological Specimens
Elementary Physical Anthropology
Advanced Physical Anthropology
Geography
Physical Geography
Cartography
Library Science
Library Methoda
Paychology
Elementary Experimental
Advanced Experimental
Learning, Perception
Physiological Peyehology
Testing
All Graduate
Sccwology
Obsgervation Booth
Interview and Testing Baooth

Mathematical Sciences

Computer Science

Programming

Keypunch

Remote Terminal (Teletype

or Typewriter)

Remote Terminal (Complex)
Statistics

Elementary

Intermediate, Advanced

Occupational Studies
Beauty Care
Barbering
Cosmetology
Health Care
Dental Assistant
Dental Technology
Nuraing Demonstration Ward
Police Science
Crime Research
Mock Courtroom

a. Includes support space

50.0
562
56 2
750

295
413
413
531

403
575

590

476
536
53 6
595
893
714

152
963

238
288

208
714

273
327

720
108 0

620
620
1240

480
300



EXHIBIT 516 Student Station Stze (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,
Florida Community Colleges

Decioline Categorv Lowers
Academic LE)
Occupational 94

a Includes support space

EXHIBIT 517 Student Station Size (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,
Florida Uniwversiites

Upper and
Diacinline Cateazort_ Lower®! Graduates
Agriculture 60 80
Architecture 36 70
Ares Studies 30 30
Biological Sciences 55 80
Business 25 25
Communicattons 35 55
Computer Sciences 35 36
Education 45 45
Engnesring b5 125
Fing Arts 55 86
Foreign Languages 25 25
Health Professions 50 75
Home Economics 45 75
Law 25 25
Latters 25 25
Labrary Science 25 25
Mathematics 25 25
Physical Sciences 55 75
Psychology 50 70
Public Affawrs 25 26
Social Sciences RE 40

a Includes support apace

EXHIBIT 518 Student Station Size (ASF) by
Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs, Kansas

Disciohne Category

General Academc [natruction
(Gudeline apphes to ail program
categories )

Agriculture and Natural Resources
Architecture and Environmental Design
Area Studies

Biological Sciences

Business and Management
Communications

Computer and Information Sciences
Education

Physical Education

Industrial Education

Engineering

Fine and Applied Arta

Foreign Languages

Health Professions

Speech Pathology & Audwology
Home Economics

Law

Letters

Speech

Remedial Reading & Writing
Library Science

Mathematics

Military Science

Physical Sciences

Psychology

Pubhic Affairs & Services, "Lab™
Public Affairs & Services, "Non-Lab”

Soe1al Seiences, "Lab” (Anthropology,
Archeology, Geography)

Social Seiences, "Non-Lab™ (History,
Economucs, Sociclogy, etc )

Theology

Interdisciplinary Studies

Business and Commerce Technologies
Data Processing Technologies

Data Processing Technologies
Mechamcal & Engineering Technologies
Natural Seience Technologies

Public Service Related Technologies
a[ncludes support space

Studgnt Station
Size (ASF)a

Upper and

Lower Graduate

544
152
256
496
256
36
256
336

166 4
67 6
752
400
720
496
496
624
256

100 8
400
400
256
256
496
49 6
256
496

496

256

266
266
544
116 6
544
266

54 4
150 4
256
1520
256
100 8
256
336
100 8
166 4
166 4
1504
400
720
160 4
1604
624
256
1008
400
400
266
266
150 4
150 4
150 4
49 6

150 4

256

258
256
54 4
1165
64 4
2646
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EXHIBIT 519 Student Staiton Stze (ASF) by—Dtsct;Iiu and Level for Teacking Labe, Nebrashu
T Diecinline Catemary =

Disciohine Category
Agriculture
General Agriculture
Agriculture Biostatiatica
Agriculturg Biochemustry
Agnicultural Communications
Agricuitural Econonucs
Agricultural Education
Agricultural Engineering
Agronomy
Ammal Sclence
Entomology
Food Science and Technology
Forestry, Fisheries and Wildlife
Horticuiture
Plant Pathology
Veterinary Saence
Architecture
Arts and Sciences
Actuarnal Science
African-Black Studies
Anthropology
Art
Drawing, Painting
Sculpture, Caramics, Pottary
Art History
Biology
Chemstry
General
Biochematry
Clasaics
Computer Science
Dramatic Arts
Englsh
Environmental Health
Geography
Geology
History
International Stndies
Life Sciences
Biochemistry
Cell Biology-Genetics
Ecology, Evelution & Behavior
Microbrology
Physiology
Plant and Amimal Biclogy
Plant Pathology
Mathematics and Statigtica
Modern Languages and Literature
Music
Individual Practice
Group Practice
History and Appreciation
Philosophy
Phyaics and Astronomy

a Excludes support space

60

All Levelg®

0
15
55
i5
13
40
80
55
80
40
70
40
56
55
70
70

15
15
30

90
80
16
25

54
56
15
60
90
15
15
40
40
15
30

40
40
b6
60
60
50
56
15
15

70
25
40
15
50

Politagal Bcrance
Paychology
ROTC
Sociology
Speech Communications
Theatre Arts

Business
Accounting
Economics
Finance
Management
Marketing
Engineering
Chemical Engineering
Civil Engineenng
Construction Management
Electrical Engineering
Engineering Mechanics
Industrial Engimeering
Mechameal Engineering

Home Economics
Education & Family Resources
Human Development & the Famuly
Human Nutniion & Food Service Management
Texztiles, Clothing & Design
Interior Design

Journalism
Law

Public Affairs and Community Service
Crimnal Justice
Gerontology
Public Admimstration/Urban Studies
Social Work

Educsation
Adult & Continming Educaticn
Speech Pathology & Audiology
Educational Admimestration
Educational Paychology & Soeial Foundation
Elementary Education
Curriculum & Instruction
Counseling & Special Education
Health, Physical Education & Recreation
Secondary Education

Technology
Agnicultursl Business Technology
Agncultura] Land & Water Technology
Agniculture]l Machinery Mechanica Technology
Walding and Small Enginea
Tractors
Painting and Cleaning
Commercial Horticulture Technology
Production Agniculture Technology
Veterinary Technology

AllLevelss
8
24
40
32
15
90

16
15
15
15
15

60
100
125

60

60

70
100

25
25
70
60
60

40
60

35
15
15
15

16
55
15
36
80

150
15

16
77

66
161
182

66

a7



EXHIBIT 5110 Student Station Stzes (ASF) EXHIBIT 51 11 Student Station Sizes (ASF)

by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs, by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,
New Hampshire New Jersey
Upper and
Dis¢iphine Lower Graduate® Disciphine All Levels
Agriculture and Natural Resources G0
Agneulture 60 80 Arch 4E tal D 65
Architecture T 110 rchitecture and Environmen egIEN
Area Studies 30 20 Biological Sciences 60
Biological Sciences 55 110 Business and Management 30
Busginess 20 a5 Communtcations 30
Communicatigns 35 75 Radiw/TV 75
Computer Scrence 35 55 Computer and [nformation Science 36
Education 35 35 Education (except P E } 30
Physical Education a5 50 Industrai Arts Education 80
Engineering 55 145 Engineering 100
Fine and Applied Arts 5 110 Fine and Applied Arts
Art 60
F' Langua, 40 26
HorelltinPr " Bes 5 5 Music {Group rehearsal) 25
€a OTeBBLONE Dramatic Arts 100
Home Economica 45 96 Applled Deglgn 80
Law 0 0 Forexgn Languages 30
Letters 25 25 Home Economuics 60
Library Science 25 40 Latters 30
Mathematica 25 25 Lingustics 30
Military Science 35 35 Speech, Debate Jo
Phyaical Science 55 110 Labrary Science 30
Paychology 50 a5 Mathematics
Public Affaira 25 50 Statistics 30
Social Scrences 35 50 Physical Science 60
Businesa/Commaerce - TSAS 20 -- Psychology 45
Math/Engineering - TSAS 40 - Social Sciences
Science/Tech TSAS 56 - Anthropology 40
Industrnal Trainming 162 162
Geography a0
a Includes support space Business and Commerce Technologies a0
Photography 50
Communications and Broadecasting 76
Printing and Lithography 60
Apphed Graphics and Fine Arts
(ncluding Advertising Design) 60
Data Processing Technologies 40
Health Servicea and Paramedical Technologes 45
Mechamcal and Enginesring Technologiea 110
Engineering Graphics 60
Architectural Drafting 60
Elactronica 60
Natural Science Technologies 60
Public Service Technologes 30

a Includes support space
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EXHIBIT 51.12 Studemt Siation Size (ASF) by Discipling and Level for Teaching Labs, New

York (CUNY)

Discipline

Visual Arts
Drawing and Design
Metal Work
Jewelry
Painting
Sculpture
Ceramics
Photo

Performing Arts
Theater
Instrument Rehearsal
Piano
Choral

Speech and Languages
Speech
Demonstration Lab
Language

Sciences
General
Physical
Biological

Mathematics

Social Sciences
Anthropology
Cartography
Geography
Paychology
Paychology Testing and

Scoring
Statistics Measurement

Vocational-Technical
Accounting/Baokkeeping
Bus Mach Lab
Management
Electronic Date Lab
Secretarial Prac Lab
Typing Lab
Shorthand Lab
Student Shop
Machine Shop
Engineering Lab
Proy Lab and Drafting
Gen’'l Industrial Lab

a Includes support apace.

62

500
500
50.0
500
62 5
870
627

200
800
200

300
600
300

700
600
600

420

450
480
528
575

360
200

300
300
300
300
240
240
24.0
300
600
850
500

Undergraduate® Graduate®

125
125
125
125
125
125
125

20
80
20

30
60
30

70
60
60

42

60
48
528
825

36
20

Discipling

Diagel Engine Lab
Drafting Room

Electric Lab

Elec Machinery Lab
Electric Power Lab
Electronics Lab

Heating and Air Conditicning Lab
Internal Combustion Lab
Machine Tool Lab

Magonry Lab

Materials Test Lab
Metallurgy-Structures Lab
Walding Lab

Automotive Service Trades

Aerospace Service Aide

Aur Frame Mechanica

Air Craft Poser Plant

Auto Eng and Power Train
Auto Mechenics (Elementary)
Auto Mechanics (Advanced)
Automotive Body and Chaasis
Auto Mechanics (Body}
Automotive Service

Aunto Tranamisgiong

Diesel Mechanics (Welding)
Heavy Equpmant

Power Plant Mechanics

Small Engines

Industrial Trades

Hig & Refrig Service

Industrial Machine Tools
Industrial Welding

Machinist {Tool and Die)
Refrigeration and Air Conditioning
Welding

Building Construction Trades

Bulding Construction

Carpentry (Elementary)

Carpentry (Advanced)

Electrical Constuction and Mainten
Electrical Services (Elactricity)
Masonry

Plumbing, Heating, and Pipe Fitting
Wood Products

Bullding Interior Services

1200
500
600

1000

1000
600

1200
800

1200
900
800
200
600

2182
2182
2182
2182
2182
2182
2182
2182
2182
1455
1455
2182
2182
1456

1818
1456
1091
145 5
181 8
1091

1818
1818
1818
10981
1091
1455
145 6
1818
108.1

Undergradunte® Graduate?

(conkinued)



EXHIBIT 51 12, continued EXHIBIT 5113 Student Station Sizes (ASF)
by Dhscipline and Level for Teaching Labs, Ohio

Disciphne Undergraduates Gradustes
Graphic Art Upper and
raphic Arte Discipline Lowers Graduate®
AV Education Media 727 -
Commercial and Adverising Art 727 - Speech 50 50
Draftang 727 - Geography 65 65
Graphic Arts Cameraman 727 - Psychology 45 45
Graphuc Arts and Printing 1091 -
Offset Printing 1091 - Anthropology 60 60
Biological Sciences 60 75
General Repair Services
Apphance Repair 1091 - Chemstry 70 70
Electronic Equupment Repair 1091 - Physica 70 70
Instrument Repairman 1091 Geology 65 65
Labrary Aides 2nd Book Binding 727 -
Other Ph i
Machines and Vending 1091 - er Physical Sciences 60 60
Mathematies 35 35
Business and Personal Services
A land D
Data Procesaing 655 B mmal and Dawry Science 120 120
Beginning Office Worker 545 - All Other Agriculture 55 75
Clarical-Stenographic 545 - Alhed Medical 65 65
gj‘;‘h—‘-‘m Clerical 5456 - Architecture 70 70
ca Practice 546 -
Secretarial Practice 545 - Art 70 70
Commercial Driving NA Climatography and Photography 70 70
Commercial Hostass 545 -- Computer Science 45 45
Practical Nursing 209 - Engineering
Food Services Architectural 70 70
Chef 1091 - General and Electrical 100 100
Commereial Cookung 1091 -
Food Services 1091 _ Agricaltural, Chemucal, Civil, Metal,
Ceramue, Toxtile, and Environmental 120 120
Agriculture Aeronautical, Petroleum, Geological,
Agricultural Production 545 . Materiala, Mining, Nuclear, Naval
Daxry Cattle Management 545 - Architectural, Oceanographuc,
Farm Mechanics 2182 - and Engineering Technology 140 140
Greenhouse Management 545 --
Institutional Grounds Keeper 545 - Mechanical, Industrial and
Peat Control (Extarminators) 545 - Engineering Mechanics 150 150
Include Drama 200 200
rt
& tne 8 BUppOrt Apace Dance 150 160
Home Economace 60 60
Jowrnalism 50 5@
Library Science 50 50
Music 75 T
Nuraing 55 55
All others 35 35

a Includes support space.
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EXHIBIT 51 14 Student Station Sizes (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,

Oklahoma

Diseipline Categore

Academic
Life Science

Mathematical, Computer,
Physical and Engineering

Sciences

Behavioral Sciences

Humanittes
Professions

Technical-Yocational
Agriculture
Apparel
Graphic Arts
Health
Public Service
Business
Construction

Engineering and Industrial

Transportation

a Includes support space

Upper and
Lowers Graduate?

75 75

144 144
60 60
48 48
48 48

75
5
5 -
a8
38
96
96
96 -

EXHIBIT 51 15 Student Station Stze (ASF)
by Discipline and Level for Teaching Labs,

Oregon

Dhscinline Category

Ammal Science

Chemical Engineering
Electrical Engineering

Theater
Chenmustry
Dairy Seience
Geology
Physica

Plant Pathology

Anthropology
Zoology

Business Adminstration

Speech

a Includes support space

All Levelge

160
160
110
100
68
68
68
65
65
50
B0
32
32

Note Examples only, Oregondoes not havea

complete discipline schedule
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EXHIBIT 5116 Student Siatwon Sizes (ASF)
by Dscipline and Level for Teaching Labs,
Ontario

Duscioline Category All Levelge
Enginsering, Metallurgy, and

Agriculture (except Agricultural Economics) 116
Physical and Biological Sciencea a7

Edueation, Anthropology, Geography, Psychology,
Physical Education, Environmental Studies,
and Reiated Fielda 73

All Other Fields 43

a Includes support space

54 Normalized Teaching Laboratory
Standards in the Surveyed States

Exhibits 5 2, 53 and 5 4 present the normalized
teaching laboratory space factors for each state us-
ing the profile of each prototype system

Information for California is presented in bold type
at the bottom of each exhibit Mean and median
averages have been caleulated for all states’ factors
excluding California This information 1s found just
above the results for Califormia on each page Fi-
nally, we have listed the ranking for Califormia to
show where the State’s normalized space factor falls
in relation to other states The state whose normal-
ized space factor would generate the most ASF would
be ranked 1/11, for example, while the state whose
normalized space factor would generate the least
ASF would be ranked 11/11

5.5 Summary of Findings: Teaching
Laboratory Standards/Guidelines

Teaching laboratory space needs are estimated us-
Ing a similar formula to that used for classrooms
Assumptions are established by each state regard-
ing the room availability, room use, station size and
station oceupancy However, the assumed hours of
room use are lower for teaching laboratories than
classrooms The primary reasons for this assump-
tion for laboratory standards are



EXHIBIT 52 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed Staies

Prototype System Community Coliege
Student Level Lower Diwsion

ASF/WSCH
Increase (Dacreasa)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Base Counting va Evening Normalized
State Factore Perigd® Enrollmentsb Factor
Colorado 270 {108) 162
Florida 318 (42) 276
Kansas N/A
Meryland 329 23 (132 220
Nebraska N/a
New Hampshire N/A
New Jersey 2 41 241
Ohwo N/A
Oklahoma N/a
Ontarie, Canada N/A
Oregon N/A
Tennessee 313 22 (126) 209
Utah 339 24 363
Virguima 237 237
Washington N/A
Wisconain 3.72 26 398
Mean (Excluding Califorma) 263
Median (Excluding California) 241
Rank
California 2.86 2.88 3o

a The weighted average ASF/WSCH taken from the appropnate exhibits in Volume I1

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendiz A

¢ in many labs, time is required for set-up and
take-down of experiments, limiting the hours
available for scheduling,

¢ most labs are special purpose and limited to use
for only a few courses with limited enrollments,
and

¢ time 1S needed for unscheduled use by students to
continue work on projects or experiments, par-
ticularly at the upper division

All states assume a higher station occupancy rate
for teaching laboratories than classrooms This 1s
due to the fact that lab space typcally has fewer
stations, are often connected with larger lecture sec-
tions, and spaces can usually be scheduled more op-
timally than in general classrooms

Student station size assumptions vary widely
among the states due to differences in needs among
disciplines and due to the differences 1n teaching
practices of the institutions Most states apply dif-
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EXHIBIT 53 1 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System State University System
Student Level Lower Dwtision

ASF/WSCH
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Bage Counting va Eveming Normalized

State Faetore Period® Enrollmentsb Factor
Colorado 235 (36) 200
Florida 200 1 24) 176
Kansas 249 05 254
Maryland 436 08 (65) 379
Nebraska 386 07 l92
New Hampshire 235 04 239
New Jersey 218 218
Ohwo 27 056 ( 41) 235
Oklahoma 183 247 430
Ontario, Canada 463 (69} 394
QOregon N/A

Tennessee 313 06 (47) 272
Utah 339 06 345
Virgima 3 66 3 56
Wisconsin 372 06 378
Mean (Excluding Califorma) 305
Median (Excluding Californ:a) 2172

Rank

California 200 3.00 14/15

a The weighted average ASF/WsCH taken from the appropriate exhibits in Volume i1

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendiz A

ferent station sizes to the disciplines ineluded in
their taxonomy of programs The number of differ-
ent station size categories used by states range from
2 to more than 60 In some states, student station
size assumptions also vary by type of institution
(four states) or level of instruction (five states) In
Califorma, station size criteria vary both by type of
institution and level of instruction In states which
recognize variations between lower and upper divi-
s10n, student station size increases with the level of
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instruction, due to smaller class size and more
elaborate equipment and instrumentation

Califormia’s class lab standards for community col-
leges produce a somewhat larger amount of square
feet per weekly contact hour than most of the sur-
vey states, even though California’s utilization re-
quirements are higher than the other states The
differential appears to be associated, 1n part, with
California’s relatively heavy emphasis on occupa-
tional programs California standards give specific



EXHIBIT 532 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Siate Unwersity System
Student Level Upper Dwision

ASF/WSCH
Increase tDecrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Base Counting va Evening Normalized
State Factors Period® Enroilments® Factor
Colorado 235 (35 200
Florids 309 (37 272
Kansas 442 08 450
Maryland 436 08 (65) 379
Nebraska 385 07 392
New Harmpshire 478 09 4 87
New Jersey 218 218
Ohio 27 05 (41) 235
Oklahoma 183 247 430
Ontaro, Canada 463 (69) 394
Oregon N/A
Tennessee 417 08 (63) 362
Utah 339 06 345
Yirgima 356 356
Wisconsin 372 06 378
Mean (Excluding CA) 350
Median (Excluding CA) 362
Rank
Califormia 2.94 294 11/15

a The weighted averaga AsF/WsCH taken from the appropriate exhibits in Volume I1

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A.

recognition to the large space requirements of Auto
Mechanics, Diesel and Heavy Equipment (200 ASF
per station) while most other states use a composite
allowance based on their own assumptions of the
relative weighting among disciplines Florida, for
example, bases its composite measure on studies of
1ts own ciscipline distribution If Florida used the
distribution in the prototype system, 1ts composite
figure would likely be larger In addition, the high
proportion of evening enrollments 1n the prototype
system (40 percent), which reflects the experience of

the Califorma Communty Colleges, significantly re-
duces the normalized allowances for two states,
Maryland and Tennessee, who have larger unad-
Justed allocations but who do not count evening en-
roilments

In the state university and research university com-
parisons, California’s space allowance factors for
teaching laboratories generated fewer square feet
per student (or contact hour) than most states As
in the case of the classroom standards/guidelines,
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EXHIBIT 533 Comparison of ASF/WSCH for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System. State Unuversity System
Student Level Graduate

Base
State Factora
Colorado 236
Flonda 241
Kansas 442
Maryland 4 36
Nebraska 386
New Hampshire 478
New Jersey 219
Otio 271
Oklahoma 183
Ontario, Canada N/A
Oregon N/A
Tennegses 417
Utah 339
Virgunta 356
Wisconsin 372
Mean (Ezcluding Califormua)
Median (Excluding California)
California 293

ASF/WSCH
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting v Eveming Normahzed
Periodb Enrollments® Factor
(47 188
(24) 217
09 451
41 (87 357
07 392
4] 4 87
219
05 (54) 222
257 440
08 (83 342
07 3 48
3586
08 380
338
350
Rank
293 10714

a The weighted average ASF/WBCH taken from the appropriate exhibita in Volume I1

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendiz A

Califorma’s spece utilization requirements are more
stringent than other states California requires
that teaching labs be used 27 § hours per week for
lower division enrollments and 22 hours per week
for upper division enrollments. The requirements
in other states fall more in the range of 22-24 hours
per week for the lower level and 18-20 hours for the
upper level Califorrua’s upper division lab station
occupancy expectation of 80 percent, eppears 1n line
with other states However, the 85 percent expecta-
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tion for lower division station occupancy 1s the high-
est among comparison states

An additional factor to keep 1n mind is that the
standards applicable to the University of California
do not generate a separate allowance for graduate
student teaching lab space The University's stan-
dards are based upon the assumption that teaching
leb needs at the graduate level wiil be met by the al-
lowances for research laboratories The standards
1n ail of the other states generate specific teaching



EXHIBIT 54 1 Comparison of ASF/IFTE for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed Siates

Prototype System. Research Unwersity System

Student Level Lower Dwiswon

Base
State Factore
Colorade 19 41
Flonda 15 23
Kansas 18 95
Maryland 24 36
Nebraska 31 §6
New Hampshire 1871
Now Jersey 19 20
Ohto 2541
Oklzhoma 13 50
Ontario, Canada 34 98
Oregon N/A
Tennesses 17 46
Utah 18 91
Virginia 26 02
Wisconsin 20 80
Mean (Excluding Califernia)
Median (Excluding Cabiforma)
California 15.41

a Theweighted average ASF/PTE takan from the appropnate exhibits in Volume [I

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting vs Evenung Normalized
Periodd Enrollmentsh Factor
(194} 17 47
(193 13 36
59 19 54
75 2 44) 2266
a7 3253
58 19 29
19 20
T8 (2 54) 23 65
1799 3149
3 50 3148
54 {175) 1626
59 19.50
26 02
64 2144
22 42
19 54
Rank
1541 14/15

b Derived by applying the appropriate percentage adjustment from Appendix A

lab space for graduate students. Using the mean of
14 59 ASF/FTE (Exhibit 5 4 3) used by other states
for graduate level teaching labs, 1t can be estimated
that California must accommodate 374,613 ASF of
equivalent teaching lab space within its research

lab allowance In recognition of this difference, we
have deducted these ASF from California’s total re-
search space allocation presented in Exhibit 6 26 to
reflect an allowance for teaching lab space
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EXHIBIT 54 2 Comparwon of ASFIFTE for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research University System
Student Level Upper Diwision

State

Colorado
Florida

Kaneas
Maryland
Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Ohw

Oklahoma
Ontarip, Canada
Oregon
Tenneasae

Utah

Virgima

Wisconsin

Mean (Excluding Califorma)
Median (Excluding Califorma)

California

Baseo
Factore

18 90
26 43
44 09
2379
3141
4233
18 67
2566
1129
34 68

N/A
2273
18 47
26 99
2032

2135

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrease)
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Counting ve Eveming Normalized

Periond® Enrollmentsb Factor
(284) 16 06
(3 34) 2309
136 45 45
73 35N 2116
97 3z 38
131 43 64
18 67
79 385 22 69
1604 26 33
519 29 44
70 34D 2002
67 1904
26 99
63 2096
2613
22 69
21,35

a The waighted average ASF/FTE taken from the appropriate exhibits in Volume 1T

b Denved by applying the appropnate percentage adjustment from Appendix A
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EXHIBIT 543  Comparison of ASFIFTE for Class Laboratories Among the Surveyed States

Prototype System Research Unwersity System
Student Level Graduate 1

ASF/FTE
Increase (Decrease}
Due To
Enrollment Daytime
Base Counting vs Evening
State Factora Periodb Enrollmentg®
Colorado 10 22 (102)
Flonida 13 84 (85)
Kansas 22 90 71
Maryland 13 66 42 (137
Nebraska 17 82 65
New Hampshire 2192 68
New Jersey 1019
Ohio 13 84 43 (138}
Oklahoma 721 1071
Ontario, Canada N/A
Oregon N/A
Tennessse 13 06 40 (131)
Utah 10 61 a3
Virgima 14 18
Wisconsin 11 6% a6

Mean (Excluding California)
Median {Excluding Calforma)

California N/A

a The weighted average asr/FTE taken from the appropriate ezbibits 1n Volume IT

b Denved by applying the appropriate percentaga adjustment from Appendix A

Normalized
Factor

920
12 89
23 61
1271
1837
22 60
1019
1289
1792

1215
10 94
1418
1203

1469
12 89

N/A
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6

Most higher education space planners agree that re-
search laboratories are the most duficult space cate-
gory for which to develop commonly acceptable
standards/guidelines Yet, research laboratories are
becoming some of the most important space 1n
graduate/research universities as the role of aca-
demic research 1n state economic development con-
tinues to expand Perhaps the creative nature of re-
search itself 1s the reason that standards/guidelines
have been so difficult to derive and implement for
research laboratories Whatever the reason, only
13 of the 19 states we visited had standards/guide-
lines for research labs Those 13 states were

Califorma Ohio

Colorado Ontario, Canada
Florida Oregon

Kansas Utah

Maryland Virgima
Nebraska Wisconsin

New Hampshire

8.1 The Research Laboratory Formulas

Unlike the classroom and teaching lab space cate-
gories, there are no commeonly accepted mathemat-
ical formulas or concepts among the states for re-
search laboratories Instead, each state has adopted
mathematical concepts which fit its unique space
needs and aveilable data

The basic mathematical concepts for caleulating re-
search lab needs of the twelve states are as follows
(Note even though the same algebraic letters may
be used for the different states, they represent alge-
braic terms unique to that state )

Californua ((F)XSp)+(GS)(S)]x(10 + 8,)=ASF,

Where
F, = Ali budgeted state funded FTE faculty in the 1tk dis-
cipline
Sy = Space factor for faculty in the 1tb discipline
(ASFffaculty)

Standards/Guidelines

for Research Laboratories

GS, = Number of headcount state funded graduate stu
dentsin the 12 discipline

Sy = Space factor for graduate students 1n the 1th disci-
phne (ASF/student)

S, = Spacsa factor percentage for support space

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed 1n the 12 diserpline

Colorado (FxSs) + (G)XS,) = ASF,
Where
F, = Number of FTE faculty in the ith disciphna
Sf, = Space allowance per faculty 1n 1th discipline
G, = Number of FTE graduate students in ith discipline
5z = Space allowance for graduate students theadeount)

in the 1th disciphne

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed for the 1th duscipline

Flornida (R)S,) + (AXS,) + (B,XSy,) = ASF,

Whers

R, = FTE research faculty only in the 1*h discipline

S, = Space factor for research faculty in the 1*t discipline

A, = Number of FTE advanced graduate students in the
1tk discipline

S, = Space factora for advanced graduate students 1n the
1t diseiphine

B, = Number of FIE beganning graduate students in the
1t diserphing

Sy, = Space factor for beginning graduate students in the
1th diseipline

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space

needed 10 the 1th discipline

Kansas (U8, + (G)S,) = ASF,

Where

U, = A research umtin the 1! disciphne consisting of one
FTE faculty research position and 4 headcount
graduate studenta

8, = Spacefactor (ASF/Umt) for a research nnt in the ith
discipline

G, = Number of headcount graduate students involved in
research, above 4 per faculty research pomtion, in
the ittt discipline

S, = Space factor (ASF/student) for countable graduate
students

73



ASF, = Total assignable square faet of ressarch space need-
ed 1n the itk disciphine

Marvland (FXSg + (FX 585 + (DXSg) + (M) 58y) =

ASF,

Where

F, = Number of full-time faculty in 1t discipline offering
doctoral degree (zerc f doctorate not offered)

S5 = Space factor for faculty in the 1tk diseipline

F' = Number of full-time faculty 1n the 1*® discipline
where highest degree 18 master (zero if doctorate of-
fered)

D, = Number of full-time doctoral or post-doctoral stu
dents in the 1tk discipline

83 = Space factor for doctoral/posat-doctoral siudents n
the 1t discipline

M, = Number of masters students 1n 1t* disciphine

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed 1n the 1°2 diseiphine

Nebraska (AHCg + AHC,, + AHC,,IS)) = ASF,
Whera

AHC; = Adjusted headeount (full-time = all full-time plus
all part-time, 1/2 time or greater, plua FTE for all
part-time less than 1/2 timae) faculty mn *b diger-
plhne

AHC, = Adjusted hesdcount graduate students n the it
diseiplne

AHC, = Adjusted headcount postdoctoral students in 1th
discipline

5 = Space factor for research lab (ASF/unit) in 1*t dis-
cphne

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
tn 1th disciphine

New Hampshire (R)S, + (G1{Sg)) = ASF,

Where

R, = FTE research faculty only in the 1tt disciphne

5. = Space allowance (ASF) per FTE research faculty in
the 1tt discaphine

G, = FTE graduate studenta in the it diseipline

Sgr = Space allowance (ASF) per FTE graduate student
for research labs in the ith digciphne

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space 1n

the itt disciphine

Ohio [P, XMHC,) + (P, XDHC,) + (PRIFHC)IS,) = ASF,
Where

Pn. = Percent of masters headcount requiring research
lab space at a given tume 1n 16 digeipline

MHC, = Masters headcount in 1th disciphne
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Percent of doctoral student headeount requiring re
search lab space at a given time in 1th discipline

Doctoral headcount in 1th discipline

Percent of faculty headeount tn 1tk discipline requur
ing research lab space at a piven time

Faculty headeount in 1t digciphines

Space factor for research lab (ASF/Module) 1n the 1th
disciphne

Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed 1n the 1t2 disciphne

Ontarto (F, + 5NF, + 5G)S,) = ASF,

Where
F =

ASF, =

FTE faculty in 1t disciphine

Number of non-faculty researchers in 1t disciphne

= FTE graduate students in itb discipline

Space allowance for research lab space per faculty in
1tk diserpline

Total asmignable square fest of research lab space
needed wn the 1tk discipline

Oregon (F, + GA + 33 DS)1S,} = ASF,

Where

F, =
GA, =
DS, =
Sl =

ASF, =

FTE faculty in it discipline
Number of graduate assistants in the 1th discipline

Number of doctoral graduate students not counted
abave

Space allowance for research lab per faculty 1n 1tt
digcipline

Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed in the 1t disciphne

Utah (F)X8) = ASF,

Where

F, =
S1 =
ASF, =

Virginua
Whaere
F =

1

GA, =

SI =

FRU, =

All faculty 1n the 1t discipline
Space factor per faculty 1n 1t diseipiine

Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed in the 1t disctpline

(F, +GANB) + (FRU M8} + (G,XS,;) = ASF,

Number of FTE faculty 1n 1t diseiplhne

Number of FTE graduate assistanta in the 1tk disci-
phne

Space allowance for research office (beyond normal
office) for faculty and graduate assistants in the 1t
discipline

Number of faculty regearch units (one FTE faculty
plus four FTE graduate studenta) in 1*t discipline

Space allowance per FRU 1n the 1tb discipline



G, = Number of FTE graduate students beyond those in
cluded n faculty research umt count

8n = Spaceallowance for additional graduate students tn
itk discipline

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed 1n the 1*t diseipline

Wisconsin (3TF, + 16RF, + 3RA, + 12DHC, + 16PD)S,) =

ASF,
Whare
TF, = FTE teaching faculty above rank of instructor 1n 1t
diecipline
RF, = FTE research faculty n 1*t discipline
RA, = Headcount degree candidates conducting research

in the 1tk diseipline

DHC, = Doctoral headcount degree candidates in the 1" dis

cipline

PD, = Number of FTE postdoctoral students in the 1tk dig
cipline

5 = Space allowance for vesearch labs for 1tb digeipline

ASF, = Total assignable square feet of research lab space
needed 1n the itk discipline

6.2 Unadjusted Research Laboratory
Standards/Guidelines of the States

Exhibits 6 1 through 6 13 show the unadjusted re-
search laboratory standards/guidelines of the 13
states 1n the form in which the state has designed
the standards

6.3 Research Laboratory Space for
Contract and Grant Programs

All of the states with research lab standards/guide-
lines, except California, recognize a need for re-
search lab space for contracts and grant programs

6.4 Normalization of Research Laboratory
Standards/Guidelines

The method chosen to normalize the research labo-
ratory standards/ guidelines was as follows

Step1 Crosswalk the standards/guidelines of each
state into Califorma’s diseipline categories, while

maintaining each state’s base units (e g, ASF/FTE
faculty, or ASF/graduate student, etc) See Exhibats
6 14 through 6 24

Step 2 Calculate a weighted average standard-
/guideline (e g, ASF/FIE faculty} for the whole uni-
versity system based on prototype distribution of
enrollments and research staff (Exhibits 6 14
through 6 24)

Step 3+ Assume other characteristics of the proto-
type research university system as shown in Exhib-
it 6 25 It should be noted that the prototype as-
sumptions in Exhibit 6 25 have been expanded 1nto
two sets of system characteristics expressed in dif-
ferent assumptions about the systems’ operating
budget policites The differentiation according to
budget policies was necessitated by the fact that
some state systems, including California, tend to
pay all facuity, including those doing contract and
grant work, from state funds while other systems
pay most faculty working on contracts and grants
from a contract and grant budget In addition, some
systems budget state funded research faculty sepa-
rately, while others, including California, do not
separately budget state funded research. To handle
the above differences, we defined the prototype data
in Exhibit 6 25 as follows

Budget Policy A

e Most faculty are paid from state funds even
though working on grants and contract research,

¢ Research faculty efforts are not budgeted sepa-
rately, and

e Teaching faculty efforts are not budgeted by pro-
gram level (e g , lower, upper, etc )

Budget Policy B

o Faculty working on contracts and grants are paid
from the contract and grants budget, and

¢ Research faculty are budgeted separately

1t should also be noted 1n Exhibit 6 25, that while
Budget Policies A and B differ, the total number of
faculty and students are the same under both poli-
cles States using Budget Policy A include Califor-
nia, Colorado, Maryland, Nebraska, Ontario, Or-
egon, Utah and Virginia States using Budget Poli-
cy B include Florida, Kansas, and New Hampshire
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EXHIBIT 61 Unadjusted Research Lab Standards/Guidelines, California

ASF Per Cahforma
ASF/FTE State Funded % Add-On for

Disciphine State Funded Facultye Graduate Student® Service Space
Adminustration 53 2¢ 67
Agricultural Brological Science 275 165 100
Agricultural Economics 53 - 67
Agricultural Seience 300 185 100
Anthropology 145 80 75
Architecture and Environmental Design 100 130 100
Arts, Performing 100 125 100
Arta, Visual 100 125 100
Biological Sciencea 250 145 100
Computer Science 180 100 100
Education 80 20 100
Engmeering Sciences 300 185 150
Engmeering, Agricultural 500 285 150
Engineering, Chemical 275 165 125
Foregn Languages 40 - 50
Geography 145 60 75
International Relations 80 20 100
Journalism 80 100
Law 80 25 100
Letters 40 - 50
Labrary Sciences 80 20 100
Mathematical Sciences 60 - 50
Physical Science 250 146 100
Peychology 146 80 758
Social Ecology 145 80 75
Social Sciences, General 40 - 50
Social Welfara 40 20 50
Speech 70 63 75
Studies, Apphed Behavioral 125 35 100
Studies, Creative - -
Studies, Environmental 146 60 75
Studies, Interdisciplinary 40 - 50

& Ezcludes support space

Step 4  Apply each state’s methodology utilizing g5 Normalized Research Laboratory

the weighted average standards/guidelines from the ASF Generated by Appling

crosswalk tables (Exhibits 6 14 through 6 24) to de- Surveyed States’ Standards

rive the total ASF for research lab space generated

by each state’s standards/guidelines Exhihit 6 26 shows the resulting normalized ASF for

the prototype research university system

76



EXHIBIT 6 2 Unadjusted Research Lab Standards/Guidelines, Colorado

Discinline Cateeory

Agricultural Sciences
Agronomy
Animal Husbandry
Dairy Husbandry
Darwry Manufacturing
Farm Management
Horticulture
Ornamental Horticulture
Poultry Husbandry
Forestry and Range Mgt
Watershed Management

Biological Sciences
Biological Science
Biology, General
Botany
Zoology
Anatomy and Histology
Bacterology
Biochemustry
Biophysics
Entomology
Genetics
Pathology
Microbiology

Mathematical Sciences
Apphed Mathematica
Computer Science
Mathematics
Statustica

Physical Sciences
Physmcal Science, General
Astrophysica
Astrogeophysica
Atmospheric Science
Chemistry
Geaology
Physics
Engmeering Physics
Astronomy

a Includes support space

ASF/FTE
Facultys

244
266
244
264
220
232
232
366
200
220

184
202
191
184
184
146
146
220
184
216
184

-2 - o - N -

154
169
169
333
141
178
176
169
169

ASF/FTE Grad
Students

155
178
155
176
140
148
148
233
120
140

117
129
122
117
117

93

93
149
117
134
117

o o T o

92
116
115
200

87
121
120
116
116

Disciphne Category

Engineering Sciences

Agricultural

Architectural

Chemical

Cil

Electrical

Geologreal

Geophysical

Mechantcal

Metallulrgncal

Mining

Petroleum

Patroleum Refining

General, Engineering Science

Industrnal

Social Sciences
Anthropology-Archaeology
Geography
Psychology

Arts and Crafts
Architecture
Fine Arta
Commerical Arts
Industrial Arts and Crafts
Landscape Architecture
Music
Planmng
Engineering Drawing,

Graphics, Design

Business-General

Education

Home Economics
General Home Economics
Famiiy and Chuld Development
Clothing and Textiles
Food and Nutrition

Law

Journalism

b Needs vary so widely that a gmdeline cannot reasenably be established

¢ Included as part of teaching lab studios

ASF/FTE
Facultys

160
120
146
133
133
133
133
133
146
146
146
146
133
133

366
333
142

120

o oo Toa

120
120

170

¢
169
220

ASF/FTE Grad

Students

106
BQ
93
80
80
80
80
80

100

100

100

100
8O
BO

233
200
90

80

o oo T oo

80
a0

108

108
140
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EXHIBIT 6 3 Unadyusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Florida

ASF/FTE Student or Position?2

Research Grad 1 Grad I
Dhscipoline Categorv Faculty Students Students
Agriculture 4560 90 450
Architecture 378 i 375
Area Studias 75 3 75
Biological Sciences 450 90 450
Businesa 75 3 75
Communications 376 75 376
Computer Science 75 3 75
Education 5 3 75
Engineering 450 90 450
Fine & Applied Arts %6 75 375
Foreign Languages 75 3 75
Health Professions 450 90 450
Home Econemics 375 75 375
Law 75 3 75
Letters 5 3 75
Library Science 76 3 75
Mathematics 5 3 75
Physical Sciences 450 90 450
Psychology 375 75 315
Public Affairs Ef:] 3 75
Sccaial Sciences 75 3 75

a I[ncludes support space

Information for Californmia is presented 1n bold type
at the bottom of the exhibit Mean and median
averages of total ASF generated have been caleulat-
ed for all states, exciuding Califormma This infor-
mation 18 found just above the results for Califormia
Finally, we have listed the ranking for Califorma to
show where the State's total ASF falls in relation to
other states The state whose standards generate
the most ASF would be ranked 1/11, for example,
while the state whose standards generate the least
ASF would be ranked 11/11

6.6 Summary of Findings: Research
Laboratory Standards/Guidelines

There 1s no commonly accepted mathematical

formula or concept among the states for calculating
research laboratory needs In addition, fewer states
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EXHIBIT 64 Unadyusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Kansas

ASF Per ASF Per
Faculty Rasearch Grad Student
Disciplme Categor_ Unutab Beyond 4
Agriculture 1300 250
Architecture 900 200
Area Studies 200 25
Biological Sciences 1300 250
Business 200 25
Communications 900 200
Computer Science 200 25
Education 200 25
Engineering 1300 250
Fine & Apphed Arta 800 200
Foreign Languagea 200 25
Health Professiona 900 200
Home Economica 900 200
Law 200 25
Letters 200 25
Library Science 200 25
Mathematica 200 25
Military Sciences - --
Physical Sciences 1300 250
Psychology 900 200
Public Affairg 200 25
Soc1al Sciences 200 25
Theology 200 26

8 Defined as one FTE research faculty plus four FTE graduate
students

b Includes aupport space

have standards/guidelines for such space Only 13
of the 19 survey states had standards/guidelines for
research labs and those formulas varied substan-
trally

The greatest variance among formulas 1s 1n the de-
mand base itself While enrollment 1s a logical base
for classrooms and teaching laboratories, it is not a
reliable indicator of the need for research space In-
stead, the states use other factors such as FTE re-
search faculty, total FTE faculty, graduate assis-
tants, and post-doctoral fellows as a basis for esti-
mating need The result is that the state research
lab standards and guidelines are sigmificantly dif-
ferent from each other as are the definitions of the
demand factors within the formulas



EXHIBIT 6 5 Unadjusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Maryland

ASF per
Resgearch
Dhsciphne Category Modules.b
Module A
0100 - Agriculture & Natural Resources 420
0400 - Biological Science
0900 - Engineering
1200 - Health Science (UMAR Only)

1900 - Phymical Science

Module B
0200 - Environmental Design 180
1000 - Fine & Applad Arts
1200 - Health Science (all except UMAB)
1300 - Home Econonucs
2000 - Psychology

Module C
0300 - Area Studies 25
0500 - Business & Management
0600 - Communications
0700 - Computer Science
0800 - Education
1100 - Foreign Language
1500 - Letters
1600 - Library Science
1700 - Mathematica
2100 - Public Affairs
2200 - Social Scienca

8 Module Allocations

1 One meodule per full-time faculty above the rank of in-
structor 1n programs in which doctoral degrees ara of-
fered or who are assigned as full-time research faculty or
to research bureaus and ingtitutes, or who 13 assigned to
one of the health professions at UMas.

2 One haif module per full-time faculty above the rank of
ingtructor in programas in which master's degrees are of-
fered

3 One module per full-tune doctoral or post-doctoral atu-
dent

4 One half module per full-time master’s student

5 Two modules per HEGIS program category for which there
are approved undergraduate degree programs only re-
stricted to HEGIS program code areas 0100, 0400, 0900,
1900, and 2000

b Includes support space

Another unique aspect of research lab formulas 13
the wide range of space values applied to the de-
mand factors Every state has umque values for
discipline groupings, disciplines or sub-disciplines
within their taxonomy of programs These values
are designed to fit the umque formulas and demand
factors 1n each state The combination of differing
demand factors, unique definitions and widely dif-
fering discipline categories presents significant
problems in trying to compare the standards/guide-
lines among the states

In an attempt, however, to achieve as much compa-
rability as possible we applied each state’s formulas
and standards to the characteristics outlined for the
research university system prototype The result
shows how the total ASF of research lab space would
differ for each of the 11 states for which compari-
sons could be made As shown in Exhibit 6 26, us-
ing this methodology, the total ASF generated by
Califorma’s standards 1s 20 percent less than the
mean of ASF generated by other states' standards
Three factors contribute to this result

¢ First, California has not updated research space
since 1955 Other states have made more recent
adjustments, increasing research space require-
ments

¢ Second, other states provide graduate level
teaching lab space separate from research lab al-
lowances California generates graduate level

teaching lab space out of their research lab stan-
dards

# Finally, other states specifically recognize con-
tract and grant positions as demand umits for es-
timating space needs while Califorma does not
Since the growing number of post doctorel fel-
lows are funded from grants and contracts, this
has a substantial umpact on research lab space al-
lowances
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EXHIBIT 66 Unadjusted Research Lab Standards/Guidelines, Nebraska

ASF/MResearch
Dhsciphine Position or Students
Agriculture
General Agriculture 20
Agriculture Biostatigtice 220
Agriculture Biochemistry 425
Agncultural Communications 40
Agnicultural Economica 20
Agricultural Education 40
Agnicultural Enginearing 300
Agronomy 366
Animal Science 350
Biomedical and Information
Sysiems and AGNET 220
Conservation & Survey as0
Entomaology 260
Food Science and Technology 346
Forestry, Fisheres, & Wildlife 220
Haorticulture 300
Plant Pathology 220
Veterinary Science 415
Architecture 80
Arts and Sciences
Actuarnal Science 20
African-Black Studies 20
Anthropology 380
Art
Drawing, Painting 225
Sculpture, Ceramics, Pottery 225
Art History 40
Biology 300
Chemistry
General 430
Brochemstry 300
Clagsica 20
English 20
Computer Science 40

a Includes support space
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ASF/Research
Discipline Poeition or Student
Dramatic Arts 20
Environmental Haalth 220
Geography 100
Geology 386
History 20
International Studies 20
Life Sctences
General 450
Birochemstry 220
Cell Biology Genetica 300
Ecology, Evolution & Behavier 300
Microbiology 220
Physiology 220
Plant and Animal Biology 220
Plant Pathology 220
Mathematics and Statistics 20
Modern Languages and Lateraturs 20
Music
General 205
Indivadual Practice 0
Group Practice 0
History and Appreciation 40
Philosophy 20
Physics and Astronomy 380
Political Science 20
Psychology 220
ROTC 0
Sociology 25
Speach Communications 60
Theatre Arts 15
Business
General 20
Accounting 20
Bureau of Business Regearch 20
Economics 20
Finance 20
Management 20

ASF/Research
Dugcipline Popition or Student
Marketing 20
Engineering and Technology
Chenucal Enginesting 360
Civil Enginesring 460
Construction Management 40
Electrical Engineering 300
Engineering Mechanics 40
Industrial Enginesring 160
Mechanical Engineering 300
Home Economics
Education and Famly Resources 40
Human Development and the Family 45
Human Nutrition and Food
Service Management 100
Textiles, Clothing and Design 220
Interior Design 100
Journalism 40
Law BO
Public Affairs and
Community Service 20
Teachers College
Adult and Continwng Education 20
Barkley Memonal Center 225
Speech Pathology and Aundiology 40
Educational Administration 20
Educational Psychology and
Social Foundations 30
Elementary Education 109
Curriculum and Instruction 100
Couneeling and Special Education 40
Health, PE, and Recreation 100
Secondary Education 20



EXHIBIT 67 Unadjusted Research Lab EXHIBIT 68 Unadjusted Research Lab

Stendards/Guidelines, New Hampshire Standards/Guidelines, Ohio
ASF per ASF per Discipline Category ASF/Modules

FTE Research  FTE Graduate Art 150
Diseipline Facultys Student s Bology 275
Agriculture 540 270 Botany 275
Architecture 450 226 Chemustry 275
Area Studies 90 9 Engineering
Biological Sciences 540 270 Aeronautical 400
Business 90 9 Chemucal 350
Communications 450 225 giv:: ! gzg

omputer Scian; a0 9 getrica
E du;t:nsc enee o . Industrial 300
Mechamcal 350

Physical Education 80 9 All Others 350
Engineering 540 270 Geology 975
Fine and Apphed Arts 450 225 Humanties 100
Foreign Languages 90 9 Physics 275
Health Professions 540 270 Peychology 225
Home Economucs 450 225 Social Sciences
Law 0 0 Anthropelogy 200
Letters 90 9 All Others 100
Library Science 90 9 Zoology 276
Mathematics 90 9 Others Pattern after above
Mulitary Science 0 0
Physical Sciences 540 270 8 Includes support space
Psychology 450 225
Public Affairs 90
Social Scrences 90
Industrial Traimng

a Includes support space
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EXHIBIT 69 Unadjusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Ontario

Digeipline Category

Group A

Group B

GroupC

Group D

ASF/

Neon-Faculty
Researchers

and FTE
Graduate
Studentge

2420

ASF/FTE
Faculty2

484

Agneculture (ezeluding Agricultural
Economies), Biochemistry, Biology,
Biophysics, Microbiology, Physiclogy,
Botany, Zoclogy, Astronomy,
Chemigtry, Geelogy, Meteraology,
Oceanology, Physics, Medicine, and
Veterinary Medicine

323 1615
Engineering, Forestry, Denustry,

Optometry, Dental Hygene, Medical

Tachnology, Pharmacy, Public Health,

Metallurgy, Matenals Science

215 1075
Kinetics, Kinesiology, Paychology,
Rehab Medicine, and Medical

[llustration

108 540
Physical and Health Education,

Recreation, Library Science,

Anthropology, Archasology, Geography,

Environmental Studies, Household

Science, and Computer Science

Group E 11 56

Other Education, Fine and Apphed
Arts, Humanities, Law, Soc1al Work,
Commaerce, Business, Economucs,

Ag Economics, Political Scrence,
Sociology, Mihitary Stodies,
Lingwuistics, Architecture, Nursing,
Actuarial Science, and Mathematics

a [ncludes support space
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EXHIBIT 6 10 Unadyusted Research Lab
Standards'Guidelines, Oregon

ASF/FTE

Dhacipline Catagory

Group 1
Business and Management
Economics
Lapguages and Lingwstics
Literature and History
Math
Phulosophy
Political Science and Administration

Group 1
Computer Science
Education
Fine and Applied Arts - pnmanly non-studio
Social Sc1ences (General Psychology, Sociology, ete )
Theoretical Studies (Public Affairs & Services, ete )

Group III
Architecture and Environmental Sciences
Communieations and Theater (Films, TV, atc )
Home Economuce - Non-Laboratory Setting
Musie
Physical Education
Social/Physical Science { Anthropology,

Geography, etc )

Group IV

Engmeering (Industrial, General)

Fine and Applied Arts - Studio

Home Economice - Laboratory setting
{Foods, Textiles, etc )

Natural Sciences {Bwlogy, Botany, Zoology, etc »

Phyeical Sciences (Chemustry, Geology, Pharmacy,
Physics, etc )

Peychology Experimental

Chnical Sciences - Medical

Dental

Group V
Agniculture and Natural Resources (Crop
Sciences, Amimal Sciencea, Forestry, etc )
Engineering (Chemical, Civil, Mechanical
and those not wncluded 1n Group [V)
Basic Sciences - Medical

a [ncludes support space

Faculty=

0

30

110

300

360



EXHIBIT 611 Unadjusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Utah

ASF/FTE
Discioline Category Facultya
Arts and Letters, Humanities, Social and
Behawvioral Sciences, Business, Education,
General Education, Law, Health, Business,
Technology, Communications, Physieal
Education 44
Architecture and Fine Arts 1,400
Agriculture and Natural Sciences, Pharmacy 1,400
Alhed Health Professions kY L)
Nursing 375
Engineering 1,400

a Includes support space

EXHIBIT 6 13 Unadjusted Research Lab
Standards/Guidelines, Wisconsin

ASF/Research
Dacivhne Category Demand Units b
Agriculture a3
Engimmeening a1
Humanities 3
Life Sciances 28
Physical Sciences 29
Sec1al Sciences 8

a RDU = three (FTE teaching faculty) + 15 (FTE ressarch
facuity) + three (HC graduate degree candidates conduct-
ing research) + 12 (HC doctoral degree candidates) + 15
(FTE postdoctoral studants)

b Includes support space

EXHIBIT 612 Unadjusted Research Lab Standards/Guidelines, Virginia

ASF/PFE
Faculty
Member
Engaged
Discipline Catecorv 1n Researche
Group 1 1,100
Agricultural and Natural Resources (01000
Engineerning (0900 and 4904)
Computer Science (0700)
Biological Sciences (0400 & 4902)
Apphed Mathematics and Statisticas (1703)
Physical Sciences (1800)
Group 2 750

Architecture and Environmental Design (0200}
Fine and Apphed Arta (1000)

Home Economics (1300)

Psychology (2000)

Communicationa (0600)

Health Professions (1200}

Group 3 None
Education (0800)
Area Studies (0300)
Business and Management, (0500)
Foreign Languages (1100}
Letters (1500)
Library Science (1600)
Mathematica (1700)except (1703)
Public Affairs and Services (2100)
Law (14000
Social Seiences (22000

a. Includessupport space

FTE Graduate
Studenta Additional ASF/FTE
Accommodatad ASF per Research Faculty
in the ASF FTE Graduate and Graduate
Provided for Each Student Engaged Assistant for
Faculty Membare 1n Researcha Research Office?
4 225 180
4 175 180
Naone None N/A
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EXHIBIT 6.14 Crosswalk of Colorado’s EXHIBIT 615 Crosswalk of Florida’s

Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to
California’s Dhscipline Calegories Califormia’s Disciphine Categories
ASF ASF/FTE ASF/FTE ASF/FTE ASF/FTE

per FTE Graduate Research Grad I Grad I
Disciphng Faculty Student Dhscipling Faculty Student Student
Administration 250 250 Admumstration 5 75 3
Agricultural Biclogicel Sciance 2440 1550 Agnicuitural Biological Science 450 450 90
A pgricultural Economics 2200 1400 Agrnicultural Economucs 450 460 90
Agricultural Science 244 0 1550 Agricultural Science 450 450 90
Anthropology 366 0 2330 Anthropology 75 75 3
Architecture (Environmental) 1200 800 Architecture (Environmental) 375 375 75
Arts, Performing 1200 800 Arts, Performing 375 375 75
Arts, Vigual 54 4 54 4 Arta, Visual 375 375 76
Biological Scrences 568 558 Biological Sciences 460 450 20
Computer Science 298 208 Computer Science 75 75 3
Education 250 250 Education 75 75 3
Engineering Sciences 133 0 BOO Engineering Sciences 450 450 20
Enginearing, Agricultural 1600 106 0 Engineering, Agricultural 450 450 90
Engineering, Chemical 1460 930 Engineering, Chemical 450 450 20
Foreign Languages 250 260 Foreign Languages 75 T 3
Geography 3330 2000 Geography 75 75 3
Interpational Relations 250 2560 International Relations 5 75 3
Journaliam 250 260 Journahism 376 ars 5
Law 250 250 Law 5 75 3
Letters 250 250 Letters 76 75
Labrary Sciences 590 690 Library Seiences 76 75 3
Mathematical Sciences 260 250 Mathematical Seiences 76 75 3
Physcal Science 1540 920 Physical Science 450 450 80
Paychology 1420 900 Paychology 75 375 76
Social Ecology 413 413 Social Ecology 75 75 3
Social Sciences, General 403 403 Soc1al Sciences, General 5 5 3
Social Welfare 250 250 Social Welfare 75 75 3
Speech 250 250 Spaech 375 375 5
Studies, Applied Behavior 250 250 Studies, Apphed Behavior 375 375 5
Studies, Creative 260 250 Studies, Creative 75 75 3
Studies, Environmental 260 250 Studies, Environmental 75 75 3
Studies, Interdisciplinary 250 250 Studies, Interdisciphnary __ 175 _ 15 _3
Weighted Average 925 608 Weighted Average 2507 2417 419
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EXHIBIT 6 16 Crosswalk of Kansas’ Research EXHIBIT 617 Crosswalk of Maryland’s

Lab Standards/Guidelines to California’s Research Lab Standards/iGuidelines to
Diwscipline Categories Californie’s Discipline Categories

ASF per ASF per ASF per ASF per

Faculty Grad Student Research Graduate

Research Above Those1n Drsciphine Poaition Student
Disciphne Umt  Research Unut Admunistration 26 125
Admimstration 200 25 Agricultural Biological Science 420 2100
Agricultural Biological Science 1300 250 Agricultural Economics 420 2100
Agricultural Economics 1300 250 Agricultural Science 420 2100
Agncultural Science 1300 250 Anthropology 25 125
Anthropology 200 25 Architecture {Environmental) 180 800
Architecture (Environmental) 900 200 Arts, Performing 180 900
Arts, Performung 900 200 Arts, Visual 180 800
Arts, Visual 800 200 Biological Sciences 420 2100
Biological Scences 1300 250 Computer Science 25 126
Computer Science 200 25 Education 25 125
Education 200 25 Engineering Sciences 420 2100
Engineerimg Sciences 1300 250 Engineenng, Agricultural 420 2100
Engineering, Agricultural 1300 260 Engineering, Chemical 420 2100
Engineering, Chemical 1300 250 Foreign Languages a5 12§
Foreign Languages 200 25 Geography 25 125
Geography 200 25 International Relations 25 125
International Relations 200 25 Joarnalism 25 125
Journalism 900 200 Law 25 125
Law 200 25 Letters 25 125
Lettera 200 25 Library Sciences 25 125
Library Sciences 200 % Mathematical Seiences 25 125
Mathematical Sciences 200 25 Phyatcal Seience 420 210 0
Physical Science 1300 250 Psychology 180 900
Paychology 200 200 Social Ecology 26 126
Sociai Ecology 200 25 Social Sciences, General 25 125
Social Sciences, General 200 25 Sccial Welfare 25 125
Soclal Walfare 200 25 Speech 25 125
Speech 200 25 Studies, Applied Behavior 180 900
Studies, Applied Bebhavior 200 25 Studies, Creative 25 125
Studies, Creative 200 25 Studies, Environmental 180 800
Studies, Environmental 900 200 Studies, Interdisciplinary 25
Studies, Interdisciplinary 200 25 -
Weighted Average 693 0 1246
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EXHIBIT 6 18 Crosswalk of Nebrasha's EXHIBIT 619 Crosswalk of New Hampshire's

Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to
California’s Discipline Categories Califormia’s Discipline Categories

ASFHC ASF per  ASF per FTE

Position ASF/MHC Research  Graduate

Neading  Graduate Discipline FreFaeulty  Student
Disciphne Lab Space  Student Administration 90 9
Administration 20 20 Agricultural Brologrcal Science 540 270
Agriculturel Biological Science 4256 425 Agnicultural Econgmics 540 270
Agriculturel Economics 20 20 Agricultural Science 540 270
Agricultural Scrence 350 350 Anthropology 20 9
Anthropology 380 380 Arctitecture (Environmental) 450 225
Architecture (Environmental) 80 80 Arts, Performing 450 225
Arts, Performing 20 20 Arts, Visual 450 225
Arts, Visual 225 226 Biologicsl Sciences 540 270
Biclogical Sciences 300 300 Computer Science 90 9
Computer Science 40 40 Education 80 9
Education 20 20 Engineering Sciences 540 270
Engineering Sciences 300 300 Engineering, Agricultural 540 270
Engineering, Agricultural 300 300 Engineering, Chemical 540 270
Engineering, Chamical 350 350 Foreign Languages 90 9
Foreign Languages 20 20 Geography 90 9
Geography 100 100 International Relations 90 9
International Relations 20 20 Journahism 90 8
Journalism 40 40 Law 0 0
Law 80 g0 Lettars 90 2
Letters 20 20 Library Seiences 80 9
Labrary Sciences 20 20 Mathematical Sciences 90 9
Mathematical Sciences 20 20 Phyaical Sctence 540 270
Physical Science 380 380 Psychology 90 9
Paychology 220 220 Social Ecology a0 9
Sccial Ecology 25 25 Soc1al Sciences, Gensral 90 9
Social Sciences, General 25 25 Social Welfare 20 9
Seccinl Welfaras 25 25 Speech 90 9
Speech 20 20 Studies, Applhied Behavior 90 8
Studies, Applied Behavior 220 220 Studies, Creative 90 9
Studies, Creative 20 20 Studies, Environmental 90 8
Studres, Environmental 220 220 Studies, [nterdisciplinary 90 _9
Studies, Interdisciplinary 20 _ 20
Weighted Average 163 79 158 0 Weighted Average 2846 1193
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EXHIBIT 620 Crosswalk of Ohto’s Research
Lab Standards/Guidelines to California’s

Discipline Cotegories

Disciphine
Admumistration

Agricultural Biological Science

Agricultural Economics
Agricultural Sctence
Anthropology

Architecturs (Environmental)

Arts, Performing

Arts, Visual

Biological Scrences
Computer Science
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineering, Agricuitural
Enginesring, Chemical
Foreign Languages
Geography

International Relations
Journalism

Law

Letters

Library Sciences
Mathematical Sciencea
Physical Science
Psychology

Social Ecology

Social Sciences, General
Social Welfare

Speech

Studies, Applied Behavior
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environmental
Studies, Interdisciplinary

Waighted Average

AsF/Moduie

100
275
100
275
200
275
160
160
276
100
100
350
350
350
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
275
225
100
100
100
100
225
100
225

100

1723

EXHIBIT 621 Crosswalk of Ontario’s

Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to
California’s Discipline Categortes

Disciphne

Admimsiration

Agricultural Biological Science

Agricultural Economics
Agricultural Science
Anthropology

Architecture (Environmental)

Arts, Performing

Artg, Visual

Biological Seiances
Computer S¢ience
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineering, Agricultural
Engineering, Chemical
Forelgn Languages
Geography

International Relations
Journalism

Law

Letters

Library Sciences
Mathematical Sciences
Phyaical Science
Psychology

Social Ecology

Sociel Sciences, General
Social Welfare

Speech

Studies, Applied Behavior
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environmental
Studies, Interdwsciplinary

Weighted Average

ASF per Non-
ASF per Faculty and FTE
rTE Faculty Graduate Student

11 55
184 2420
11 56
484 2420
108 540
11 56
11 66
11 66
484 2420
108 540
11 55
323 161 6
323 1616
323 1615
11 56
108 540
11 55
11 55
11 65
11 56
108 640
11 56
484 2420
215 1075
11 56
11 56
11 56
11 56
11 56
1l 56
108 540
_1 _55
176 6 817
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EXHIBIT 622 Crosswalk of Oregon’s Research
Lab Standards/Guidelines to California’s

Duscipline Categories

Dscipline

Admmistration

Agricultural Biological Science

Agnecultural Economics
Agncultural Science
Anthropology

Architecture (Environmental)

Arta, Performing

Arts, Visual

Biological Sciences
Computer Scignce
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineering, Agricultural
Engineering, Chemucal
Foreign Languagea
Geography

International Relations
Journalism

Law

Letters

Library Sciencea
Methematical Sciences
Phyaical Science
Pgychology

Social Ecology

Social Sciences, General
Social Welfara

Speech

Studies, Applied Behavior
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environmantal
Studres, Interdisciphnary

Weighted Average

88

ASF/FTE
Faculty

360
360
360
110
110
110
300
300

30

30
300
360
360

110

110

30

300
300
30
30
30
110
300
0
300
a0

1510

EXHIBIT 623 Crosswalk of Utah’s Research

Lab Standards/Guidelines to California’s

Discipline Categories

Dusciphne
Admunstration

Agricultural Biologieal Science

Agricultural Economics
Agricultural Science
Anthropology

Architecture (Environmental)

Arta, Performing

Arta, Visual

Biological Sciences
Computer Science
Education

Enginesering Sciences
Engineering, Agricultural
Engineering, Chemical
Foreign Languages
Geography

International Relations
Journahsm

Law

Latters

Library Sciences
Mathematicai Sciences
Physical Science
Psychology

Social Ecology

Social Sciences, General
Social Welfare

Speech

Studies, Applied Behavior
Studies, Crestive
Studies, Environmental
Studies, Interdisciplinary

Weaighted Average

Faculty

44
1,400
1,400
1,400
44
1,400
1,400
1,400
1,400
44
44
1,400
1,400
1,400
44
44
44
14
44
44
14
M“
1,400
376

- N N N

375
4
1,400
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EXHIBIT 624 Crosswalk of Virginia's Research Lab Standards/Guidelines to California’s Discipline

Categories

Dhscipling
Admumstration

Agricultural Biological Science

Agricultural Economics
Agricultural Science
Anthropology

Architecture (Environmental)

Arta, Performing

Arts, Visual

Buological Sciences
Computer Science
Education

Engineering Sciences
Engineering, Agricultural
Engineering, Chemical
Foreign Languages
Geography

International Relations
Journahism

Law

Letters

Library Sciences
Mathematical Sciences
Phyaical Sciance
Paychology

Social Ecology

Social Serences, General
Social Welfare

Speech

Studiey, Applhed Behavier
Studies, Creative
Studies, Environmental
Studies, interdisciphnary

Weighted Average

ASFIFTE
Research

FacultyUnit

1,100
1,100

750

750

750
1,100
1,100
1,100
1,100
1,100

ASF/FTE
for Additional
Graduate Studenta
Above Four/Faculty

225

225
176
175
176
226
225

226
226
225

Research
Office Space

per FTE Faculty

180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180

1800
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EXHIBIT 625 Assumed Research Lab Related Characteristics of Prototype Research University

System
Alternative Prototype System Demand Units
Research Lab Undsr Oneratineg Budeets
Demand Unita AR B®
State Funded
FTE Faculty 7,600 6,810
FTE Graduate Students (Academic Year Average)
Graduate { 17,126 17,126
Graduate I1 8,550 8,550¢
FTE Teaching Assistants 2,460 2,460
FTE Research Assistants 810 810
Percent of State Funded Faculty Effort Spent On Research N/A 30%
FTE Research Technicians 720 720
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows 0

Contract and Grant Funded

FTE Research Faculty 350 1,140
FTE Research Assistants 170 170
FTE Research Technicians 750 750
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows 1,700 1,700

Total, Both Fund Categories

FTE Faculty 7,950 7,950
FTE Graduate Students (Ac Yr Avg)

Graduate I 17,126 17,126

Graduate LI 8,550 8,550¢
FTE Teaching Assistants 2,460 2,460
FTE Research Assistanta 980 980
FTE Research Technicians 1470 1470
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows 1700 1700
Faculty in Departments with Highest Degree

Doctarate 5,700 5,700

Master’s 1,800 1,900

a Budget based upon funding alnost all faculty from state funds, not separately budgeting state funded faculty research ef-
forts, and not budgeting teaching faculty by level

b Budget based upon funding almost ali contract and grent faculty efforts from contract and grant budget, separately budget-
ing state funded faculty research efforts, and separately budgeting teachung facuity by program levsl

¢ Clasafication of Graduate 1 based upon completion of master’s degres
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EXHIBIT 6 26 ASF of Research Lab Space Generated by the Surveyed Siate Formulas for the
Prototype Research University System

ASF for State ASF for Contract Total ASF
State Funded Programsa and Grant Programs® for All Programsg
Colorade 2,266,668 32,375 2,299.043
Flonda 3,296,294 285,798 3,582,092
Kansas 3,595,047 790,020 4,385,067
Maryland 4,457,319 66,395 4,523,714
Nebraska 5,149,512 55,300 5,204,812
New Hampshire 3,644,585 324,444 3,569,029
Ohio ¢ c c
Ontario 3,574,988 293,156 3,868,144
Oregon 1,944,836 78,520 2,023,355
Utah 5,134,560 236,460 5,371,020
Virginia 3,288,273 239,085 3,527,358
Wisconsin ¢ c ¢
Mean (Excluding Cabforma) 3,635,208 240,155 3,475,363
Median (Excluding California) 3,585,018 237,773 3,918,587

Rank

California 3,098,246b N/A 3,008,248 911

a Calculated by applying weighted averape space factor values (Exhibits 6 14 to 6 24) to prototype charactenstics i accordance
with each state’s formula outlined in Section 6 1

b Calformia’s total ASF for research lab space, 3,472,859, has been reduced by 374,613, the average graduate teaching lab space
generated by other states’standards California must use research lab apace for scheduled graduate teaching labs The full range
of space factors for other states are presented \n Exhibit 5 4 3 and discuszed 1n Section 5 5

¢ Cannot be computed
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Standards/Guidelines

7 for Academic Office Space

After classrooms, the most often used higher educa-
tion facility standards/guidelines among the states
are those for office facilities

7.1 Formulas for Office Space

Like classrooms, the methodologies used by most
states for calculating faculty office space needs are
relatively simple Unlike classrooms, however,
there is no commonly accepted methodology, though
moat of the methodclogies can be grouped into three
categories

Categoryl Formulas based on a space allowance
per FTE student,

Category2 Formulas based on a space allowance
per FTE faculty (office space for all other staff mem
bers are loaded into the space allowance per facul-
ty), and

Category3 Formulas based on a space allowance
for each type of academic position (e g, faculty,
clerical, graduate asgistants, doctoral students, post-
doctoral fellows, ete )

Within these three types of formulas, the states
have introduced a variety of other considerations
including

(1) different allowances for different discipline
groupinga,

(2) different allowances for different classes of pos-
itions, and

(3) different allowances by faculty rank

7.2 Unadjusted Standards
and Guidelines for Office Space

Exhibit 7 1 shows the specific unadjusted office
space standards/guidelines of the surveyed states
Implicit in this exhubit 15 a description of the specif-
ic formulas used by the states included 1n our sur-

vey Standards/guidelines have been adjusted to in-
clude service and administrative support space In
the case of Califorma Community Colleges, office
space standards published 1n regulations include an
allowance for all administration space, e g, adms-
sions, bursar, financial axd Therefore, the stan-
dards have been adjusted to exclude the allowance
for administration space

7.3 Normalized Office Space ASF
Generated by Applying Surveyed
States’ Standards

Exhibits 7 2, 7 3 and 7 4 present the total space cal-
culated for each prototype system using the state
specific criterita  All calculations include service
and admimstrative support space

Exhibits 7 5, 7 6 and 7 7 present a comparison of to-
tal ASF generated by applying each state’s stan-
dards to the respective prototype characteristics
Information for California 1s presented in bold type
at the bottom of each exhibit Mean and median
averages of total ASF generated have been calculat-
ed for all states, excluding Californita This infor-
maftion 1s found just above the results for Califorma
on each page Finally, we have listed the ranking
for California to show where the State's total ASF
falls in relation to other states The state whose
standards generate the most ASF would be ranked
1/11, for example, while the state whose standards
generate the least ASF would be ranked 11/11

74 Summary of Findings: Academic
Office Space Standards/Guidelines

The methodologies used by most states for caleulat-
ing faculty office space needs are straightforward
and relatively smmmple However, as in the ease of re-
search labs, states use a variety of demand factors
in their formulas These include an allowance
besed on total FTE enrollment, an allowance for
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EXHIBIT 71 Office Space Standards/Guidelines

Demand Unit

State-Funded Academic Staff

FTE Faculty
Faculty Allowance
Support Staff Allowanca per Faculty

FTE Academic Support Staff

FTE Graduate Assistants
Teaching Assistant Allowance
Support Staff Allowance per Teaching Assistant
FTE Poat Doctoral Fellows

FTE Doctoral Students

Graduate Students

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistanta
FTE Post Doctorel Fellows
FTE Doctoral Students

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lower
Upper
Graduate

Asggignable Sauare Feet

Califorma

cC=  CBUb uch

86 1185 1387
10 36 385

1387
396

26 2¢

Assignable Square Feet

Colorado

135

95
75

Demand Umit Maryland Nebraska New Hampshire

State-Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Acadermc Support. Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellowa
FTE Doctoral Students
Other FTE

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Poat Doctoral Fellows

Others

FTE Enrollmenis
Lower
Upper
Graduate

140 145
140 145
70 126
140 125
35 -
- 126

140 145
140 146
70 125
140 126

- 125

150
145
56

160
145
56

146

Florida

145

145
145

145

143
145
145
1435

145

New Jersey

140
140

140
140

140
140

a Estimated proportion of Title § allowance of 140 ASF per faculty FTE for acedemuc and administration space

b Weighted average for all disciphines.
¢ Graduats student headcount.
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Kansag

166

165
165

165

166
185
166
165

New York

160
120
120



EXHIBIT 71 tConfinued)

Demand Unit

State-Funded Academic Siaff
FTE Faculty
FTE Acadermuc Support Staff
FTE Graduate Asaistants

FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

FTE Doctoral Students
Other FTE

Asmegnable Sauare Feet

Ohio

Communty
Colleges

135
135
135

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff

FTE Faculty

FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lower
Upper
Graduate

Demand Unit

State-Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants

FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

FTE Doctoral Students
Other FTE

Utah

170
170

170

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff

FTE Faculty

FTE Academic Support Staff’
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lower
Upper
Graduate

170
170

170

Universities Oklahoma Ontario Oregon Tennessee

140 - 161 150 -
140 - 140 150 -
140 - 43 150

140 161 150 -
140 - 140 150 -
140 -- 43 150 -

140 - - -

- 625 . - 933
- 875 - - 933
- 1500 - - 933

Asgirmable Square Feet

Washington
Virgima Commumnty
Two-Year StatelU Research U Colleges Wiseonsin

140 150 180 100 145
- - - 100 145
- -- - - 145

150 180 - 145
- - - - 145
- - - - 145
- . - 110

each type of position or an allowance per FTE faculty  ble Therefore, each state’s criteria were applied to
(or faculty and teaching assistants) which includes  the respective prototype characteristies to calculate
space for support personnel California falls in the  the total ASF of academuc office space needs for each
latter category As a result, the space allowances  type of institution

for academic office space are not directly compara-
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EXHIBIT 7 2 Prototype Office Space Calculations, Community ("ollege System

Assignable Square Feet?
Demand Unit Caldornia Colorade Florida Maryland New Jersey
State-Funded Academc Staff

FTE Faculty 2,727,735 3,876,255 4.163,385 4,019,820 4,019,820
FTE Academic Support Staff 272,746 416,295 401,940 401,940
FTE Graduate Asmstants - - -
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows -- - - -
FTE Doctoral Studenta -- - . -
Other FTE - - - -

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty - - - - -
FTE Acadamic Support Staff - - - -
FTE Graduate Assistants - - - - -
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows - - - -

Others - - - - -

FTE Enrollments
Lower
Upper
Graduate

TOTAL 2,727,735 4,149,000 4,579,680 4,421,760 4,421,760

Demand Umt Ohio Tennessee Utah Virginia Washington Wisconsin
State-Funded Academic Staff

FTE Faculty 3,876,255 - 4,881,210 4,019,820 2,871,300 4,163,386
FTE Academic Support Staff 387,645 - 488,070 401,940 287,100 416,296
FTE Graduate Assistants -- - - - . -

FTE Poat Docteral Fellows - - - - -
FTE Doctoral Students - - - - - .-
Other FTE - - - - . .-

Contract and Grant Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty - - - - . N
FTE Academic Support Staff - - - . - -
FTE Graduate Assistants - - - - - -
FTE Post Doctoral Fallows - - - - .- -

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lower 3,636,156
Upper
Graduate

TOTAL 4,263,840 3,636,156 5,369,280 4,421,760 3,158,400 4,579,680

a Total ASF calculated by applying each state's space allowance (Exhbit 7 1) to prototype criteria (Exhubit 3 6)

In the case of community colleges, application of  percent below the mean of other states In the re-
California standards to the prototype generates  search university category, California was below
fewer ASF than any other state surveyed For the average in total ASF and ranked thirteenth of the
State University System prototype, California  seventeen states surveyed

ranked sixteenth of seventeen, total ASF being 24
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EXHIBIT 73 Prototype Office Space Calculations, State Uniwersity System

Demand Unit

Calformia Colorado

Assienable Square Feeta

Flonnda

Kansasg

Maryland Nebraska

State-Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Dactoral Fellows -
FTE Doctoral Students -
Other FTE -

2,152,586

Contract and Grant Funded
Academic Staff
FTE Faculty -

FTE Academ:c Support Staff
FTE Graduate Asmstants --
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

Others -

FTE Enrollmenis
Lower
Upper
Graduate

TOTAL 2,152,586

New
York

Demand Unt

State-Funded Academuc Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academuc Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assiatants 139,200
FTE Post Doctoral Fallows -
FTE Doctoral Students -

Other FTE

Contract and Grant Funded
Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Acadermic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Feliows

Others -
FTE Enrollments
Lower

Upper
Gradusate

93,280
6,960
12,000

TOTAL

New
Hampshire

1,898,100 2,038,700 2,319,900 1,968,400 2,038,700 2 249 n}0

2,347,565 2,736,716 3,103,815

2,249,6001,968,400
342,000 395,000
162,400

81,620
8,120
14,000

7.840

270,750
87,000

78,705
6,510
7,500

Ohio Oklahoma Omntarwo

1,281,894
2,691,964
1,283,580

2,843,040 2,641,380 5,257,438 2,818,823 2,821,650 2,036,809

413,250 470,250
168,200 191,400

399,000 413,250
81,200 145,000

84,535
8,410
14,500

96,1956 81,620 84,535
9,570 8,120 8,410
16,500 7,000 12,500

8,120 - -- 7,000

Oregon Teonessee Utah
2,263,660 2,109,000
399,000 427,500 484,500

49,880 174,000 -- -

9,520

93,863
8,120
4,300

99,110
9,860

706,481
1,058,721
270,607

2,993,190

413,250
63,800

93,280
8,410
5,500

8,120

2,545,340 2,709,395 2,841,960

Virgima

2,196,450

a2 Total AsF calculated by applying each state's space allowance (Extubit 7 1) to prototype critena (Exhibit 3 7)

New
dJersey

1 968,400
399,000
162,400

81 620
8,120
14,000

2,633,540

Wisconsin

- 2,390,200 2,109,000 2,038,700

413,250
168,200

84,535
8,410
14,500

2,727.595
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EXHIBIT 74

Demand Unit

State-Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academie Support Staff
FTE Graduate Asaistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows
FTE Doctoral Students
Other FTE

Contract and Grant Funded
Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staif
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lowsr
Upper
Graduate

TOTAL

Demand Unit

State-Funded Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Graduate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows
FTE Doctoral Students
QOther FTE

Contract and Grant Funded
Academic Staff
FTE Faculty
FTE Academic Support Staff
FTE Gradusate Assistants
FTE Post Doctoral Fellows

Others

FTE Enrollments
Lower
Upper
Graduate

TOTAL

1,216,000 1,064,000

Califorma Colorado
1,364,320

- 627,000

438,372 245,250

647,035 -

-- 47,250

- 38,000

- 12,750

2,439,727 1,986,250 2,985,560

New

York OQhie Oklahoma

792,000 924,000
392,400 457,800

56,000 49,000 ;
48,000 56,000 .
20,400 23,800
.- 238,000 .
- -~ 630581
- - 1,324,216
. - 1,180,230

2,624,800 2,812,600 3,135,027

Asswrnable Square Feets

Florida Kansas

957,000 1,089,000
474,160 539,550
0 -
50,760 57,750
58,000 66,000
24,660 28,050
246,500 280,500
72,500
3,314,850
Ontano  Qregon

1,223,600 1,140,000

924,000 990,000
140,610 490,500
56,350 52,500
56,000 60,000
7,310 25,500

2,407,870 2,758,600

1,026,000 1,102,000 1,254,000 1,064,000

924,000
228,900

299,250

49,000
56,000
11,9800
238,000

2,871,050

Tennesgee

403,583
605,372
239,557

1,248,512

Prototype Office Space Calculations, Research Unwersity System

Maryland Nebraska

1 102,000
957,000
408,750

50 150
58,000
21,250
212,500

62,500

Utah

New

Hampshire

New
Jersey

1,216,000 1,064,000

957,000
179,850

56,000
58,000
9,350

72,500

Virginig

924,000
457,800

49,000
56,000
23,800

2,872,760 2,548,700 2,574,600

Wisconsin

1,292,000 1,368,000 1,102,000

1,122,000

59,500
68,000

85,000

2,626,500

63,000

1,431,000

8 Total AsF caiculated by applying each state’s space allowance (Exhibit 7 1) Lo prototype critena (Ezhibit 3 8)
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EXHIBIT 75 ASF of Office Space Generated by the Surveyed State Formulas for the Protoiype
Communuty College System

State

Colorado

Flonda

Maryland

New Jersey

Ohuo

Tennesses

Utah

Virgmma

Washington

Wisconsin

Msan (Excluding Califorma)
Medan (Excluding Califorma)

California

ASF for
State Funded
Positions
4,148,000
4,679,680
4,421,760
4,421 760
4,263,840
3,636,166
5,369,280
4,421,760
3,158,400
4,579,680

2,727,735

ASF for
Contract and

Grant Positions

N/A
N/A,
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Total ASF for
All Positions
4,149,000
4 579,680
4,421,760
4,421,760
4,263,840
3,536,156
5,369,280
4,421,760
3,158,400
4,579,680
4,290,132
4,421,760

2,727,735

F
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EXHIBIT 76 ASF of Office Space Generated by the Surveyed State Formulas for the Prototype
State Universily System

State

Colorado

Flornda

Kansas

Maryland

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersay

New York

Ohio

Oklahoma

Ontario

Qregon

Tennesage

Utah

Virginia

Wisconsin

Mean (Excluding Cahfornia)
Median (Excluding California)

Califormia

ASF for
State Funded
Poaitigns
2,255,860
2.628,270
2,981,550
2,448,600
2,603,950
2,734,770
2,529,800
2,730,800
2,637,640
5,257,438
2,712,540
2,710,500
2,036,809
2,384,220
2,108,000
2,620,150
2,565,743
2,624,210

2,152,586

ASF for
Contract and
Grant Pgeitions
91,715
107,445
122,265
96,740
105,446
107,190
103,740
112,240
103,740

N/A
106,283
111,150

N/A
108,970

87,450
107,445
105,130
106,737

N/A

Total ASF for
All Positions
2,347,565
2,735,715
3,103,815
2,545,340
2,709,395
2,841,960
2,633,540
2,843,040
2,641,380
5,257,438
2,818,823
2,821,650
2,036,809
2,993,190
2,196,460
2,727,595
2,828 357
2,727,593

2,152,536

Rank
16/17
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EXHIBIT 77 ASF of Office Space Generated by the Surveyed State Formulas for the Prototype
Research Untversity System

State

Colorado

Florida

Kansas

Maryland

Nebraska

New Jersey

New Hampshire

MNew York

Ohio

Oklahoma

Ontario

Oregon

Tennessee

Utah

Virgia

Wisconsin

Mean {Excluding Califorma)
Median (Excluding Californmia?

California

100

ASF for

State Funded

Positions

1,898 250
2,606,650
2,982,560
2,516,150
2,530,250
2,445,800
2,425,350
2,400,400
2,445 800
3,135,027
2,288,210
2,620,500
1,248,512
2,499,000
1,368,000
2,533,150
2,365,162
2,445,800

2,437,700

ASF for
Contractand

Grant Positions

98,000
379,900
432,300
354,900
342,500
128,800
123,350
124,400
366,300

N/A
119,660
138,000

N/A
127,600

63,000
311,200
222,166
133,400

N/A

Total ASF far

All Positions

1 996 250
2,985,550
3,314 850
2,871 050
2,872,750
2,674,600
2,648,700
2,524,800
2,812,600
3,136,027
2,407 870
2,758,500
1,248,512
2,626,600
1,431,000
2,844,350
2,659,667
2,692,500

2,457,700

Rank

1317



Appendix A

Adjustments for Differences
in Enrollment Counting Periods

Adjustments for Differences in Time of Day Enrollment Counts

1.0 Adjustments for Differences
in Enrollment Counting Periods

For normalization purposes, we chose 1o adjust all
standards/guidelines to an Academic Year (two se-
mesters or three quarters) average Accordingly,
adjustments were made for those states that use a
counting period other than an academic year aver-
age

¢ Exhibit A shows the percentage increases <de-
creases > needed to convert fall semester based
standards to an academic year average

o Exhibit B shows the percentage increase <de-
crease> needed to convert 12 month average
based standards to academic year average based
standards (Washington only)

s Exhibit C shows the percentage increase <de-
crease> needed to convert modified 12 month

average enrollment (i e , Florida’'s counting
method) based standards to academic year aver-
age based standards (Florida only)

¢ Exhibit D shows the percentage increase <de-
crease> needed to convert total annual enroll-
ment based standards to academic year average
hased standards (Oklahoma only)

2.0 Adjustments for Differences in Time
of Day Enrollment Counts

For normalization purposes, we chose to adjust all
standards/guidelines to a full 24-hour day enroll-
ment count Accordingly, adjustments were made
for those states that use only daytime enrollment
counts Exhibit E shows the decreases 1n standards
necessary to adjust daytime enrollment based stan-
dards to 24-hour enrollment based standards

EXHIBIT A Base Factor Adjustments for Fall Enrollments Versus Academic Year Average

Enrollmentss
FTE Enrollmentb Ratio Fall Term Percent
Academic to Academuc Adjustment for

Prototype System Year Average Fall Term Year Averags Fall Counting®
Commumty Colleges 631,682 676,900 1070 70
State Universities

Lower 87,387 89,084 1019 19

Upper 131,082 133,626 1019 19

Graduate 35,565 36,255 1019 19
Research Umiveraitios

Lower 43,257 44 594 1031 31

Upper 64,3856 66,291 1031 31

Graduata [ 21,825 22,500 1031 31

Graduate IT 3,861 3970 1031 31

a Apphes to the standardse/guidelines for Kansas, Maryland, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, Utah and Wais-

consin

b Denved from prototype system descriptions in Exhibits 3 6,3 7 and 3 8 1n the body of the report

¢ Calculated by subtracting 1.0 from the corresponding ratio number in the previous column and converting the result to a percent-

age
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EXHIBIT B Base Factor Adjustments for 12 Month Average Enrollments Versus Academic Year
Average Enrollmenisa

FTE Enrollmentb Ratio of 12 Month Percent
Academic 12 Month Average to Academic Adjustment, for
Prototype System Year Average Averape Year Average 12 Month AverageC
Community Celleges 631,682 699,061 1107 107

a Apphles to the standards/gmdelines for Washington
b Derived from prototype system descriptions i Exiubita 3 6,3 7 and 3 8 1n the body of the report.

¢ Caleulated by subtracting 1 0 from the corresponding ratip number un the previous column and converting the result to a percent-
age

EXHIBIT C  Base Factor Adjustments for Modified 12 Month Average Enrollments Versus
Academuic Year Average Enrolimentsa

FTE Enrollmentsb Ratio of Modified 12 Percent Adjustment
Academic Modified 12 Month to Academce for Modified 12

Prototype System Year Averags Month Averaged Year Average Maonth Average®
Commumnty College 631,682 548,878 869 <131>
State Umiversities

Lower 87,387 76,818 879 <l21>

Upper 131,082 115,226 879 <1%21>

Graduate 35,665 32,049 201 <99>
Research Universities

Lower 43,257 37,788 874 <126>

Upper 64,885 56,681 874 <126>

Graduatel 21,825 20,309 931 <6 9>

Graduate II 3,851 3,926 1019 19

a2  Applies to the standarda/gmudelines for Florida
b Derived from prototype system descriptions \n Ezhibits 3 6,3 7 and 3 8 1n the body of the repert

¢ Calculated by subtracting 1 ¢ from the corresponding ratio number 1n the previous column and converting the result to a per-
centage

d  Total enrollments for fall, spring and summer divided by 2 67 ithe 2 67 1s equivalent to Flonda’s actual practice of dividing total
annual student credit hours by 40 at the undergraduate level and 32 at the graduate level)
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EXHIBIT D  Base Factor Adjusiments for Total Annual Enrollment Counts Versus Academic Year

Average Enrollmentsa

FTE Enrollmentsb
Academuc Total Annual

Prototype System Year Average Enrollment
State Univeraities

Lower 87,387 205,103

Upper 131,082 307,653

Graduate 35,565 85,572
Resgearch Universities

Lower 43,257 100,893

Upper 64,885 151,339

Graduata [ 21,825 54,225

Graduate 11 3,851 10,482

8 Apphea to the standards/gmdelines for Oklahoma

b Denved from prototype system descriptaons tn Exhibits 3 6, 3.7 and 3 8 1n the body of the report

Ratio Total
Annual to Academnic

Year Averapge

2 347
2 347
2 406

2332
2332
2 486
2722

Percent Adjustment

for Total
Annacal Count®

1347
1347
140 6

1332
133 2
148 5
1722

¢ Calcnlated by subtracting 1 0 from the corresponding ratic number 10 the previous column and conv erting the resudt to a percent-

age

EXHIBIT E  Base Factor Adjustments for Daytime Versus 24-Hour Enrollmenise

Ratio Daytime Enrollments to
to 24-Hour Enrollmental

Prototype System

Commuuuty Colleges 60
State Umversities
Lower a5
Upper a5
Graduate 80
Research Universities
Lower 90
Upper 85
Graduate I 20
Graduate IL 100

Percent Adjustment for Daytime
to 24-Hour Enrellments¢

<400>

<150>
<15.0>
<200>

<100>
<150>
<100>

a  Apphes to the standards/guidelines for Colorado, Maryland, New York, Ontario, Tennessee and Washington

b Taken from the prototype systam description in Exhibita 3 6, 3 7 and 3 8 1n the body of the report,

¢ Denved by subtracting 1 0 from the corresponding numbers 1n the ratio column gnd converting the resuit to a percentage
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY ED

THE Cabformia Postsecondary Education Comrmus-
sion is a ciizen board established i 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and umversities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nme rep-
resent the general public, with three each appomted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education 1n Califorma Two student members are
appointed by the Governor
As of Apni 1995, the Comnussioners representing the
general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

Guillermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco, Vice

Chair

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Jeffrey 1. Marston, San Diego

Melinda G Wilson, Torrance

Lmda J Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga
Representatives of the segments are.

Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by

the Regents of the University of Califorma,
Yvonne W. Larsen, San Diego, appouwnted

by the Califorma State Board of Education,
Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appounted by

the Board of Governors of the California
Community Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appomted by
the Trustees of the Californua State University,
Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent California’s independent
colleges and universities, and

Frank R. Martinez, San Lwis Obispo, appointed
by the Council for Private Postsecondary and
Vocational Education.

UCATION COMMISSION

The two student representatives are.
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commsston 15 charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity, imnova-
tion, and responsiveness to student and societal needs

To thus end, the Comnussion conducts mdependent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 msttutions of postsecondary
education i Califorma, wcluding commumty colleges,
four-year colleges, umversities, and professional and occu-
pational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or admmster any institutions,
nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs 1ts specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordnation by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, adnumistrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the hugh school m Califora, By law,
Its meetings are open to the public Requests to speak ata
meeting may be made by wnting the Comnussion 1n
advance or by subnutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carnied out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the gwidance of i1ts executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D , who 1s appomnted by
the Commussion

Further information about the Commussion and 1ts pubb-
cations may be obtained from the Commussion offices at
1303 T Street, Swte 500, Sacramento, California 985]14-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933



SURVEY OF SPACE AND UTILIZATION GUIDELINES
AND STANDARDS IN THE FIFTY STATES

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 90-4

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Fleor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commission include

89-21 State Oversight of Postsecondary Education
Three Reports on California’s Licensure of Private In-
stitutions and Reliance on Non-Governmental Accre-
ditation [A reprint of Reports 89-13, 89-17, and 89-
18] (June 1989}

89-22 Revisions to the Commission’s Faculty Salary
Methodology for the Califormia State University (June
1989)

89-23 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics, 1983-89 The University of Califor-
nia, The Califorma State University, and Califorma’s
Independent Colleges and Universities (August 1989)

89-24 California College-Going Rates, Fall 1988
Update The Twelfth in a Series of Reports on New
Freshman Enrollments at California’s Colleges and
Universities by Recent Graduates of Califormia High
Schools (September 1989)

89-25 Overseeing the Heart of the Enterprise The
Commission’s Thirteenth Annual Report on Program
Projection, Approval, and Review Activities, 1987-88
(September 1989)

89-26 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1988-89 A Report to the Governor and Legislature
in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1966) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis-
lation (September 1989)

89-27 Technology and the Future of Education Di-
rections for Progress A Report of the California Post-
secondary Education Commission’s Policy Task Force
on Edueational Technology (September 1989)

89-28 Funding for the California State University's
Statewide Nursing Program A Report to the Legis-
lature in Response to Supplemental Language to the
1988-89 Budget Act (October 1989)

89-29 First Progress Report on the Effectiveness of
Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs One
of Three Reports to the Legislature in Response to
Item 6420-0011-001 of the 1988-89 Budget Act (Octo-
ber 1989)

89-30 Evaluation of the Junior MESA Program' A
Report to the Legislature in Response to Assembly
Bill 610 (Hughes) of 1985 (October 1989)

89-31 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the First Year of the 1989-90 Session A Staff Re-
port of the Califorma Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (October 1989)

89-32 Califorma Colleges and Universities, 1990 A
Guide to Degree-Granting Institutions and to Their
Degree and Certaficate Programs (December 1989)

90-1 Higher Education at the Crossroads Planning
for the Twenty-First Century (January 1990)

90-2 Technical Background Papers to Higher Edu-
cation at the Crossroads Planning for the Twenty-
First Century (January 1990)

90-3 A Capacity for Learming Revising Space and
Utilization Standards for California Public Higher
Edueation (January 1990)

90-4 Survey of Space and Utilization Standards and
Guidelines 1n the Fifty States A Report of MGT Con-
sultants, Inc , Prepared for and Published by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission
{(January 1990)

90-5 Calculation of Base Factors for Comparison In-
stitutions and Study Survey Instruments Technical
Appendix to Survey of Space and Utilization Stan-
dards and Guidelines in the Fifty States A Second
Report of MGT Consultants, Inc, Prepared for and
Published by the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (January 1990)

90-6 Final Report, Study of Higher Education Space
and Utilization Standards/Guidelines in California
A Third Report of MGT Consultants, Inc , Prepared for
and Published by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion (January 1990)

90-7 Legislative Priorities of the Commission, 1990
A Report of the Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commussion (January 1990)

90-8 State Budget Priorities of the Commuission,
1990 A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (January 1990)

90-9 Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers A Revision of the Commis-
sions 1982 Guidelines and Procedures for Review of

New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers (January
1990)
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